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Researchers have suggested that self-efficacy and feedback-seeking behavior (FSB) are 
effective in enhancing performance.  To improve performance in the workplace, research 
should focus on how psychologists can enhance these constructs in employees.  Though 
locus of control (LOC) relates to self-efficacy and increased FSB, research has revealed 
issues in LOC (e.g., failure to predict performance, range restriction, failure to predict 
behaviors).  The current study examined the effects of perceived “lack of control”, 
learned helplessness, over LOC on both self-efficacy and FSB in two different samples: a 
student sample (N = 321) and a work sample (N = 794).  Learned helplessness accounted 
for unique variance over LOC in self-efficacy and FSB and accounted for all variance 
LOC accounted for in self-efficacy.  LOC did not moderate relationships between learned 
helplessness and self-efficacy but did moderate relationships between learned 
helplessness and FSB.  Predicted moderation effects were more complicated than 
expected as I observed moderation effects that differed from the pattern of effects I 
predicted in both Study 1 and Study 2.  Although my hypotheses were not all supported, 
my results highlighted several issues and future directions relevant to motivational 
research, including large conceptual overlap between learned helplessness and LOC and 
 
 iv 
how different levels of LOC affected relationships between learned helplessness and FSB 
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 1 
Researchers have suggested that self-efficacy and feedback-seeking behavior 
(FSB) are very effective in enhancing performance (e.g., Gong, Wang, Huang, & 
Cheung, 2014; Stajkovic & Luthans, 1998).  To improve performance in the workplace, 
research should focus on how psychologists can enhance these constructs in employees.  
One important antecedent influencing both task-specific self-efficacy and FSB, as well as 
job performance and satisfaction, is locus of control (LOC).  LOC describes the extent to 
which an individual believes outcomes are contingent on his/her behaviors (Rotter, 
1966).  Prior research has demonstrated that higher internal LOC positively relates to 
higher self-efficacy and increased FSB (Renn & Fedor, 2001; Strauser et al., 2002).  
However, research has revealed issues in LOC (e.g., failure to predict performance, range 
restriction, failure to predict behaviors; Furnham & Steele, 1993; Rotter, 1975; Stark, 
2016).  Though beliefs in control influence individuals’ task-specific self-efficacy and 
FSB, perhaps a focus on “lack of control” might address issues that LOC might have as a 
predictor.  Thus, one purpose of my research was to examine whether learned 
helplessness accounts for unique variance over LOC in task-specific self-efficacy and 
FSB.  A second purpose of my research was to examine whether relationships between 
learned helplessness and task-specific self-efficacy and learned helplessness and FSB are 
moderated by LOC.   
 
 2 
Learned helplessness describes a debilitating state in which an individual 
perceives a lack of control over reinforcements (Seligman, 1972).  Task-specific self-
efficacy describes individuals’ beliefs about their competence to complete specific tasks 
(Bandura, 1977).  FSB describes the amount of effort devoted to seeking feedback in 
order to achieve goals (Ashford & Cummings, 1983).  If individuals perceive low control 
over their performance, they might have a weaker belief that they possess the competence 
to perform a task.  Furthermore, perceptions of low control over performance might 
weaken individuals’ motives to seek feedback.  To extend prior research, I explored 
effects of perceived lack of control on task-specific self-efficacy and FSB.  Addressing 
learned helplessness can increase our understanding of factors that increase performance.  
To enable stronger conclusions, I assessed the extent to which I was able to replicate my 
results in two studies across two different populations.  In Study 1, I recruited participants 
from an academic sample, and in Study 2, I recruited participants from a work sample.  
Similar results across studies would provide stronger evidence that results generalize. 
Learned Helplessness 
 I used Seligman’s (1972) model of learned helplessness with the Abramson et al. 
(1978) attributional framework in my research.  Seligman and Maier (1967) developed a 
model to describe learned helplessness in animals, and Seligman (1972) expanded the 
model to include humans.  Abramson et al. (1978) extended Seligman’s (1972) model by 
addressing attributional antecedents of future learned helplessness. 
 Definition of learned helplessness.  Seligman (1972) used learned helplessness 
to describe the debilitating state experienced by individuals following repeated 
uncontrollable traumatic events.  Individuals develop this state when perceiving future 
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outcomes as uncontrollable regardless of their actual abilities to control the outcomes.  
Individuals experiencing learned helplessness from past traumatic events often fail to 
escape future negative events even if escape is possible (Seligman, 1972).  Though 
learned helplessness can vary in severity, “true” learned helplessness refers to an 
individual experiencing one extreme on the continuum of learned helplessness.  An 
individual with “true” learned helplessness would perceive his/her ability to control 
negative outcomes through his/her behaviors as completely impossible (Peterson et al., 
1993, p.  9).   
 Learned helplessness models.  Seligman (1972) extended Seligman and Maier’s 
(1967) original model of learned helplessness to include humans.  Seligman (1972) 
suggested that the perception of future outcomes as uncontrollable develops as a result of 
past failures in which individuals’ efforts had no mitigating effect on negative outcomes 
experienced.  Seligman (1972) identified and described motivational, cognitive, and 
emotional deficits caused by learned helplessness: (a) retardation of initiating voluntary 
response (motivation); (b) retardation of learning that behaviors can control future trauma 
(cognition); and (c) increase in emotional stress when faced with uncontrollable trauma 
versus equivalent controllable trauma. 
Originally, Seligman and Maier (1967) proposed learned helplessness as an aspect 
of learning theory that described the effects that a perceived lack of control over events 
had on an animal’s behavior.  According to learning theory, only explicit pairings 
(instrumental learning) and explicit non-pairings (extinction) between behaviors and 
reinforcements produce learning (Mowrer, 1960).  Seligman and Maier (1967) proposed 
that independence between behaviors and reinforcements produces a type of learning 
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different from the previously described two operations of learning theory.  Specifically, 
Seligman and Maier (1967) proposed that animals could learn that a behavior and 
outcome were non-contingent and thus were unlikely to learn explicit pairings when a 
contingency was reintroduced between the behavior and outcome (e.g., an animal would 
not escape an electric shock even when it has the ability to).  Animals that perceived their 
responses as independent of eventual negative outcomes developed a level of 
“helplessness” (Seligman and Maier, 1967). 
Abramson et al. (1978) proposed an attributional framework to explicitly address 
unresolved theoretical and empirical issues that had emerged in the learned helplessness 
literature.  Abramson et al. (1978) proposed that once individuals realize they are 
helpless, they search for causal explanations (i.e., they question why they are helpless).  
However, before I can discuss Abramson et al.’s (1978) theory, I need to address 
attribution theory, i.e., the nature of causal attributions. 
Attribution theory.  Attribution theory describes processes individuals use to 
infer causes underlying behaviors, typically in situations in which outcomes are severe, 
negative, or unexpected (Kelley, 1973).  Four major models exist for attribution theory: 
(a) Jones and Davis’ (1965) original unidimensional model of attribution theory; (b) 
Heider’s (1958) model of systematic biases; (c) Kelley’s (1973) model of dimensions of 
covariation underlying attributions; and (d) Weiner’s (1972, 1979) multi-dimensional 
models of attribution theory.  Heider (1958) suggested that sometimes perceptions of a 
situation are inaccurate, influenced by systematic biases (e.g., fundamental attribution 
error and actor-observer effect).  However, notions from Jones and Davis (1965), Kelley 
(1973) and Weiner (1972, 1979) are more relevant to my study. 
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Jones and Davis (1965) defined an attribution as a cause perceived by an observer 
as sufficient for explaining why an actor engaged in a specific behavior.  Their original 
model of attribution theory suggested that individuals attribute others’ behavior to 
environmental factors or to individuals’ personal traits depending on correspondence of 
inference (Jones & Davis, 1965).  Correspondence of inference refers to the amount of 
information provided by an actor’s action.  The fewer distinctive causes of a person’s 
action, and the less these causes are common to a given culture, the more information that 
action implies about the personal attributes of the person (Jones & Davis, 1965).   
Kelley (1973) proposed that an outcome is attributed to one of possible causes 
depending on three dimensions of covariation: consensus, consistency, and 
distinctiveness.  Consensus refers to the similarity of a response between the actor and 
other individuals given the same stimulus.  Consistency refers to whether the actor emits 
the same response to the stimulus at different times or in different situations.  
Distinctiveness refers to the uniqueness of the actor’s response to the stimulus when 
compared to the actor’s response to other stimuli. 
Weiner (1972) expanded on Jones and Davis’ (1965) model by suggesting a two-
dimensional model of causal attributions useful for both social perception and self-
perception.  Wiener (1972) suggested that individuals use causal attributions to decide 
why an actor performed an action.  Weiner (1972) defined the two dimensions as internal 
to external and stable to unstable.  The internal to external dimension refers to the extent 
to which something internal versus external to an actor causes his/her actions.  The stable 
to unstable dimension refers to the extent to which an observer perceives that an actor 
will repeat his/her actions over time.  In 1979, Weiner proposed a third dimension of 
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causality to his attribution theory, i.e., controllability.  This causality dimension refers to 
the extent to which an observer perceives that an actor could control his/her actions 
(Weiner, 1979).  Weiner (1979) proposed his third dimension in the same timeframe but 
apparently independently of Abramson’s (1978) model of learned helplessness.  
Attributional antecedents of learned helplessness.  Abramson et al. (1978) built 
on Seligman’s (1972) learned helplessness model by proposing an attributional 
framework for learned helplessness.  Abramson et al.’s (1978) model differed from 
Weiner’s (1972) attribution theory in three ways.  First, Abramson et al. (1978) applied 
their attributional framework only to situations in which the actor is oneself, i.e., the actor 
is observing his/her own actions.  Second, Abramson et al. (1978) applied their 
attributional framework only to situations in which an individual perceives an outcome as 
uncontrollable, i.e., as unrelated to his/her behaviors.  Though an individual might have 
the ability to control the outcome of a situation, one’s perception does not necessarily 
reflect reality (Heider, 1958).  Finally, Abramson et al. (1978) added a globality 
dimension to Weiner’s (1972) attribution model to explain the extent to which 
observations of helplessness were global across different situations or specific to one 
situation.   
Abramson et al. (1978) proposed that perceptions of causal attribution along three 
dimensions would influence individuals’ expectations regarding future helplessness 
across situations and across time.  These expectations would lead to the motivational, 
cognitive, and emotional deficits identified by Seligman (1972) as well as possible 
deficits relating to self-esteem.  Abramson et al. (1978) defined the three dimensions of 
attributions as personal to universal, global to specific, and stable to unstable. 
 
 7 
Personal to universal.  A personal attribution refers to an individual believing 
that s/he does not possess the responses (e.g., skills, knowledge) needed to control a 
situation but other individuals do.  A universal attribution refers to an individual 
believing that neither s/he nor anyone else possesses the responses needed to control a 
situation (Abramson et al., 1978).  An individual attributing past helplessness to personal 
causal factors would perceive that s/he does not possess needed skills but other 
individuals do.  This individual would perceive that a desired outcome was 
uncontrollable for him/her but controllable for others (i.e., failure, Abramson et al., 
1978).  In contrast, an individual attributing helplessness to universal causal factors 
would perceive that no one possesses needed skills to obtain a given outcome (i.e., 
misfortune, Abramson et al., 1978).  A personal attribution for prior uncontrollability 
(i.e., failure) is likely to have greater dysfunctional effects in terms of future learned 
helplessness deficits relative to a universal attribution for prior uncontrollability (i.e., 
misfortune).   
The personal to universal dimension differs fundamentally from Weiner’s (1972) 
internal to external dimension because Abramson et al. (1978) included a social 
comparison process.  Abramson et al.’s (1978) operationalization of social comparison 
was influenced by the consensus dimension of Kelley’s (1973) attribution model.  That 
is, one dimension of covariation in Kelley’s (1973) model, i.e., consensus, addressed an 
individual’s assessment of whether others had the same experience in relation to an event 
that the individual had.  According to Kelly (1973), if others had the same experience as 
the individual, an individual was more likely to attribute his outcome to external rather 
than internal factors. 
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The existence of the personal to universal dimension implied that a fourth deficit 
resulting from human helplessness existed: low self-esteem.  Seligman and Maier’s 
(1967) learned helplessness model had identified three deficits: motivational, cognitive, 
and affective.  Abramson et al. (1978) proposed that past experiences of uncontrollability 
could lead also to decreases in self-esteem (Abramson et al., 1978).  According to 
Abramson et al. (1978), social comparison plays a major role in individuals’ attitudes 
toward themselves.  Cited by Abramson et al. (1978), Morse and Gergen (1970) predicted 
that an individual would exhibit lower self-esteem when s/he compared him/herself to 
other individuals who possessed characteristics s/he desired.  An individual who 
perceives uncontrollability between his/her behavior and outcomes might attribute the 
uncontrollability to personal factors.   Such personal factors might include negative 
characteristics.  Thus, an individual who perceives uncontrollability is related to his/her 
personal characteristics is likely to exhibit lower self-esteem relative to an individual who 
perceives that everyone experiences uncontrollability with respect to a particular outcome 
(Abramson et al., 1978).  For example, an individual might be the only student to fail an 
exam in a class despite studying as hard as s/he could.  S/he might attribute the 
uncontrollability of his/her grade to personal factors (e.g., low intelligence).  This student 
might compare his/her undesirable characteristics (e.g., low intelligence) to his/her peers’ 
desirable characteristics (e.g., higher intelligence) as implied by their success on the 
exam.  Alternatively, an individual who fails an exam along with the rest of his/her class 
might attribute the uncontrollability of grades to universal factors (e.g., the test covered 
material that no student was taught).  This student might perceive his/her characteristics 
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as comparable to his/her peers and experience fewer detrimental effects to his/her self-
esteem. 
Global to specific and stable to unstable.  The global to specific and stable to 
unstable attributional dimensions addressed observations about long-term/recurring and 
short-term/nonrecurring learned helplessness that were not addressed by Seligman’s 
(1967) model (Abramson et al., 1978).  Abramson et al. (1978) suggested that researchers 
should use the global to specific and the stable to unstable attributional dimensions to 
predict an individual’s expectation regarding future learned helplessness.  However, 
Abramson et al. (1978) noted that new evidence might alter an expectation of future 
helplessness.  For example, an individual’s unexpected success on an activity at which 
s/he expected to fail might reduce his/her expectation of future helplessness.  
The global to specific continuum referred to individuals’ perceptions, ranging 
from helplessness occurring across a wide range of situations to a narrow range of 
situations.  An individual who attributes past learned helplessness to more global factors 
would expect uncontrollability between behaviors and outcomes to recur even when the 
situation changes.  An individual who attributes past learned helplessness to more 
specific factors would expect controllability between behaviors and outcomes once the 
situation changes.   
The stable to unstable continuum referred to an individuals’ perceptions, ranging 
from consistent to inconsistent helplessness over time.  An individual who attributes past 
learned helplessness to more stable factors would expect uncontrollability between 
behaviors and outcomes to recur even after time passes.  An individual who attributes 
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past learned helplessness to more unstable factors would expect controllability between 
outcomes and behaviors after time passes.   
 Measurement of learned helplessness.  Quinless and Nelson’s (1988) Learned 
Helplessness Scale is an effective comprehensive measure of learned helplessness.  The 
Learned Helplessness Scale exhibited reliable results for a sample of 241 healthy adults 
(Quinless & Nelson, 1988) and 178 undergraduate students (McKean, 1994).  Quinless 
and Nelson (1988) suggested that the measure demonstrated adequate internal 
consistency when results were compared to related measures.  The Learned Helplessness 
Scale positively correlated with Beck’s Hopelessness Scale and negatively correlated 
with Rosenberg’s Self-Esteem Scale (Quinless & Nelson, 1988).  Researchers have yet to 
develop other comprehensive measures of learned helplessness though narrower 
measures of learned helplessness exist (e.g., Qian & Alvermann’s, 1995, Learned 
Helplessness Questionnaire and Fincham et al.’s, 1989, Student Behavior Checklist). 
 Measurements of constructs related to learned helplessness exist, the most 
relevant being Peterson et al.’s (1982) Attributional Style Questionnaire.  The 
Attributional Style Questionnaire exhibited reliable results for a sample of 130 
undergraduate students (Peterson et al., 1982).  Peterson et al. (1982) suggested that the 
measure demonstrated adequate internal consistency when results were compared to 
related measures.  The Attributional Style Questionnaire demonstrated discrimination 
among its internality, stability, and globality dimensions for bad events but not for good 
events (Peterson et al., 1982).   The interrelations between dimensions should not affect 
my measurements because I used the scale to measure attributions for negative events.  
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Effects on job performance.  Though researchers have observed learned 
helplessness in academic settings (McKean, 1994; Peterson et al., 1982), researchers have 
yet to apply learned helplessness in relation to job performance.  If research provides 
evidence of relationships between learned helplessness and job performance, industrial-
organizational psychologists would benefit from examining the role of learned 
helplessness in work settings.  Furthermore, if measures suggest that employees are 
experiencing high levels of learned helplessness, then industrial-organizational 
psychologists could use interventions already established by clinical psychologists to 
reduce perceived helplessness (Raps et al., 1980).   
 Summary.  Abramson et al.’s (1978) attributional framework of learned 
helplessness provides theoretical reasons for why learned helplessness should account for 
variance in both self-efficacy and FSB.  Seligman’s (1972) research suggested that 
learned helplessness causes deficits in motivational, cognitive, and emotional abilities.  
These deficits should decrease individuals’ beliefs that they could complete tasks and 
decrease individuals’ motivation to seek feedback.  Abramson et al.’s (1978) attribution 
model built on Seligman’s (1972) model with influences from Jones and Davis (1965), 
Kelley (1972), and Weiner (1972, 1979) to explain variation in learned helplessness over 
time and across situations.  Through their personal to universal, global to specific, and 
stable to unstable dimensions, Abramson et al.’s (1978) framework should account for 
variance in self-efficacy and FSB. 
Locus of Control 
 As mentioned earlier, substantial research has focused on effects of LOC on self-
efficacy and FSB.  In this study, I used measures of learned helplessness to determine 
 
 12 
whether it increases our ability to predict self-efficacy and FSB.  I chose to focus on 
learned helplessness because it addresses two attributional dimensions beyond the 
attributional dimension addressed by LOC.  In previous sections, I provided an in-depth 
discussion of learned helplessness.  In subsequent sections, I provide a definition of LOC 
and discuss current major models of LOC that are relevant to my study.  I discuss which 
measures are used for each model, followed by an explanation of why learned 
helplessness might account for more variance beyond LOC in self-efficacy and FSB. 
 Definitions.  Rotter (1966) defined an individual’s LOC as the generally stable 
belief that a reinforcement is contingent on his/her behavior.  He established LOC as a 
personality variable measured on a continuum from internal LOC to external LOC.  
Rotter (1966) suggested that an individual who believes outcomes of events are not 
contingent on his/her own behaviors (i.e., a result of external forces) would exhibit a 
higher external LOC.  In contrast, he suggested that an individual who believes outcomes 
of events are contingent on his/her own behaviors or personal permanent characteristics 
would exhibit a higher internal LOC.  Researchers have suggested that a higher internal 
LOC contributes to greater well-being at work (e.g., Wang et al., 2010) and universally 
(Spector et al., 2002). 
 Major models.  Though Rotter’s (1966) model of general LOC has remained 
unchanged since its inception, other researchers have developed models applying LOC to 
more specific environments.  Trice (1985) applied Rotter’s (1966) model to an academic 
environment.  Spector (1988) applied Rotter’s model to a work environment. 
General LOC.  Building on his prior research (as cited in Rotter, 1966) relating to 
social learning, Rotter (1966) introduced general LOC as an explanation for problems 
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individuals demonstrated in acquiring and performing skills.  Rotter was one of several 
researchers influential in the development of what became social learning theory.  
Rotter’s (1954) version of social learning theory implied that reinforcements act to 
strengthen an individual’s expectancy of contingency between a behavior and a future 
reinforcement.  Rotter suggested that during infancy, individuals begin differentiating 
between reinforcements that are either causally related to or unrelated to preceding events 
(Rotter, 1954).  Rotter (1966) argued that individuals learn from this history of 
contingency between reinforcements and personal behaviors over time.  He hypothesized 
that if a person perceived a contingency between a reinforcement and a personal 
behavior, the reinforcement would strengthen or weaken potential for the behavior’s 
recurrence in similar situations (Rotter, 1966).  This hypothesis of contingency between 
behaviors and reinforcements developed into his theory of internal and external controls 
of reinforcement, labeled as LOC.   
Academic LOC.  Trice (1985) developed and validated a survey to assess LOC in 
an academic setting, specifically, focusing on college students.  He developed this survey 
following Rotter’s (1975) suggestion that research on LOC in more specific behavioral 
areas could increase predictive validity.  The academic LOC survey focused on beliefs 
related to control over academic outcomes, such as course grades, grade point average, 
attendance, procrastination, and adjustment to college (Curtis & Trice, 2013).  Previous 
researchers had developed an academic LOC measure, but it was focused on measuring 
LOC beliefs in children rather than college students (Trice, 1985).  Thus, Trice expanded 
research on academic LOC by focusing on the collegiate level.  
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Work LOC.  Spector (1988) developed and validated a survey to assess LOC in a 
work setting, focusing on employees.  He observed that organizational researchers used 
Rotter’s (1966) general LOC measure.  Spector (1988) developed his survey following 
the same reasoning as Trice: to research LOC in a more specific behavioral area to 
increase predictive validity.  Spector’s (1988) work LOC survey focused on beliefs 
related to control over organizational outcomes, such as promotions, favorable 
circumstances, salary increases, and general career advancement.  
 Development and psychometric properties of LOC surveys.  Rotter (1966) 
developed the first measure of LOC with his I-E Scale of General LOC.  Following his 
1975 recommendation to research LOC in more specific domains, Trice (1985) and 
Spector (1988) developed more specific measures of LOC.  Trice (1985) developed the 
Academic LOC scale, which he revised in 2013 (Curtis & Trice, 2013).  Spector (1988) 
developed the Work LOC scale.  
General LOC.  Rotter (1966) developed the I-E Scale of LOC, building on 
research by James and Phares.  Phares developed the first scale to measure individual 
differences in generalized beliefs relating to external (versus internal) control using 
questions pertaining to task performance (Phares, 1957).  James revised Phares’ test, 
creating the James-Phares scale (James, 1957).  James used some of Phares’ original 
items and added filler items to enable an assessment of response bias (James, 1957).  
Researchers have used the James-Phares scale to examine the effects of internal and 
external beliefs on performance (see Rotter, 1966).  Rotter (1966) developed a new scale, 
which included questions pertaining to additional outcomes relevant to general LOC 
theory, such as achievement and general social attitudes.  Originally, the assessment 
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included 100 forced-choice items, comparing an external belief with an internal belief.  
Researchers reduced measure length to 29 items using information from item and factor 
analyses (Rotter, 1966).  The unidimensional I-E scale had high internal consistency, 
satisfactory test-retest reliability, and convergent validity for samples of healthy adults 
(Rotter, 1966).  Researchers have yet to publish a measure of general LOC that exhibits 
greater validity and reliability than the I-E Scale.  
Academic LOC.  Trice (1985) developed the Academic LOC Scale to assess 
students’ beliefs about contingencies between their behaviors and specific academic 
outcomes (e.g., grade point average and attendance).  Originally, the measure included 89 
statements that respondents rated as either true or false.  Trice (1985) administered the 
test to a sample of advanced graduate, educational psychology students.  He retained 28 
of the statements in his final Academic LOC Scale after analyzing the results from test 
administrations.  Trice retained items that demonstrated variability in responses, temporal 
stability, and internal consistency.  Analysis of the 28-item scale suggested limited 
predictive validity but high internal consistency, high test-retest reliability, and an 
adequate correlation with Rotter’s (1966) I-E Scale of LOC. 
Curtis and Trice (2013) revised the Academic LOC Scale to address considerable 
changes in colleges since its creation.  Curtis and Trice (2013) completed a principal 
component analysis of the Academic LOC Scale with 322 college students.  Results 
suggested four major factors within the scale: hopelessness, distractibility, poor student 
attitude, and impaired planning.  Curtis and Trice (2013) removed 7 of the original 28 
items that did not load onto these four factors.  Curtis and Trice’s (2013) Revised 
 
 16 
Academic LOC Scale included 21 items and demonstrated adequate predictive and 
convergent validity (Curtis & Trice, 2013). 
Work LOC.  Spector (1988) developed the Work LOC Scale to assess LOC in a 
work setting.  Originally, the measure included 49 items that Spector generated from a 
conceptual analysis of how the LOC construct related to work behavior.  Spector (1988) 
selected 16 items for inclusion in his final scale based on (a) acceptable item-total 
correlations, (b) lack of correlation with social desirability, and (c) a need to maintain 
balance between the number of internally and externally worded items.  Researchers have 
suggested that the Work LOC Scale provided adequate predictive validity, internal 
consistency, test-retest reliability, and convergent validity (e.g., Spector, 1988).  Results 
of analyses suggested that the Work LOC Scale had a stronger positive correlation with 
all work-related variables than the general LOC scales (Spector, 1988).  Thus, the Work 
LOC Scale might predict behaviors in an organizational setting relatively better than 
general LOC scales.  
Critiques of research.  Critics of LOC theory have tended to focus on conceptual 
and range restriction issues. 
Conceptual issues.  Rotter (1975) addressed common critiques of LOC theory, 
clarifying how the critiques were more misconceptions than flaws with the theory.  
Researchers critiqued LOC because measures of LOC did not predict actual behavior (see 
Rotter, 1975).  Rotter (1975) explained that an individual’s LOC is only one of multiple 
factors reinforcing behavior.  An individual might exhibit a high external LOC, but if 
other factors reinforced behavior s/he might behave against expectations.  For example, a 
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person with higher external LOC might decide to join a protest.  Perhaps the individual 
joined the protest because s/he liked other members who were protesting.   
Also, researchers have critiqued LOC because general measures of LOC have 
failed to predict performance in achievement situations (e.g., Furnham & Steele, 1993).  
Furnham and Steele (1993) labeled this critique as a “specific to generality” 
misconception of the LOC literature.  They argued that general LOC might predict 
general achievement but not specific behaviors.  However, situation-specific variables 
might affect performance during specific achievement situations.  Thus, predicted 
outcomes of LOC must parallel the specificity of the measure used.  This critique is 
addressed to some extent by measures of LOC created for more specific domains, such as 
the Academic LOC Scale and the Work LOC Scale.  However, it would be difficult or 
impossible to create measures for every specific domain.  If my hypotheses are 
supported, this critique would suggest an advantage that measures of learned helplessness 
have over measures of LOC, specifically that Abramson et al.’s (1978) theory includes a 
global to specific dimension. 
Furthermore, researchers have critiqued LOC because the single dimension of 
LOC has failed to completely predict general behaviors of individuals based on their 
LOC (see Rotter, 1975).  Rotter (1966) posited that LOC was unidimensional (i.e., a 
single dimension from internal to external).  According to critics of LOC, researchers 
should see a higher amount of active behavior only in individuals with higher internal 
LOC and a higher amount of passive behavior only in individuals with higher external 
LOC (see Rotter, 1975).  However, researchers have suggested that individuals with 
higher external LOC might behave aggressively, ambitiously, and competitively (e.g., 
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Hersch & Scheibe, 1967).  Aggressive behavior might suggest a need for a 
multidimensional scale of LOC to accurately label both passive and active individuals 
with higher external LOC.  Rotter (1975) explained that his (1966) model never 
addressed types of behaviors individuals at different levels of the internal-external 
continuum exhibited.  An individual might exhibit a higher external LOC, but his/her 
other beliefs might interact with how s/he behaves.  For example, a person who flunks 
out of school might take a measure of LOC resulting in a label of high external LOC.  
Perhaps, instead of this individual acting passive because of his/her failure in school, s/he 
believed that the failure occurred because of bad luck.  This individual might have 
behaved aggressively to defend his/her intelligence, using external forces (e.g., luck) to 
explain his/her failure out of school.  If my hypotheses are supported, this critique would 
suggest another advantage that learned helplessness has over LOC.  Seligman (1972) 
characterized an individual’s expression of higher learned helplessness with increased 
passive behavior when facing future traumas. 
Range restriction issues.  Researchers have suggested an issue relating to range 
restriction common to measurements of LOC in work environments (e.g., Stark, 2016).  
As mentioned previously, internal LOC positively relates to important predictors of job 
performance (e.g., Gong et al., 2014; Renn & Fedor, 2001; Stajkovic & Luthans, F., 
1998; Strauser et al., 2002).  Thus, if a sample is taken from populations of higher level 
jobs (e.g., business executives and elite career military officers), one would expect the 
majority of the sample to have higher internal LOCs.  Stark’s (2016) results supported 
this assumption because 83.5% of his sample of undergraduate management students 
scored a score of 8 or below out of 23 for his LOC measure.  A lower score in this 
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measure refers to a higher internal LOC.  If my hypotheses are supported, this issue 
suggests another advantage of using learned helplessness in addition to LOC because 
learned helplessness is a malleable construct.  Levels of learned helplessness might 
change as reinforcements individuals receive from their behaviors change. 
Effects on work related outcomes.  Wang, Bowling, and Eschleman’s (2010) 
meta-analysis on LOC suggested that relationships between LOC and a variety of work 
outcomes (e.g., well-being, in-role performance, and job satisfaction) exist.  Furthermore, 
O’Brien and Allen (2007) suggested that LOC significantly affects work behaviors (e.g., 
organizational citizenship behaviors and counterproductive work behaviors) that are 
important to industrial-organizational psychologists.  If my research suggests that learned 
helplessness accounts for more variance in self-efficacy and FSB than LOC, researchers 
should explore these other work-related outcomes that past research has suggested relate 
to LOC. 
Self-Efficacy 
 I chose to focus on self-efficacy as an outcome because prior research has 
suggested that it is an important predictor of many other work-related outcomes (e.g., 
Stajkovic & Luthans, 1998), and also research has suggested self-efficacy is related to 
LOC (Strauser et al., 2002).  Additionally, it is reasonable to suggest that learned 
helplessness might relate to self-efficacy because an individual perceiving reinforcements 
as uncontrollable might not believe s/he is capable to perform a task.  In this section, I 
provide an in-depth definition and history of self-efficacy along with current major 
models of self-efficacy.  I discuss which measures are used for each model, followed by a 
discussion of critiques of self-efficacy research. 
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 Definitions.  Bandura (1977) defined self-efficacy as an individual’s belief in 
his/her capability to perform a task.  Individuals high in self-efficacy believe they are 
capable of successfully performing a task.  Individuals low in self-efficacy believe they 
are unable to perform well on a task, if they can complete it at all.  Bandura (1977) 
theorized that self-efficacy can be either general or task-specific.  General self-efficacy 
refers to an individual’s global and stable belief in his/her capability to perform tasks.  
Task-specific self-efficacy refers to an individual’s malleable belief in his/her capability 
to perform a specific task.  Researchers have studied self-efficacy as a predictor of job 
performance in the workplace.  Through meta-analyses, researchers have suggested that 
self-efficacy is related to work performance (e.g., Stajkovic & Luthans, 1998).   
 Major model.  Bandura (1977) developed self-efficacy as a key component in his 
social learning theory.  He posited that a common cognitive mechanism, self-efficacy, 
exists in every person, which accounts for changes in behavior resulting from 
psychological treatments (e.g., treatments for dysfunctional inhibitions and defensive 
behavior, Bandura, 1977).  This mechanism explained behavioral changes different from 
those caused by automatic responses or outcome expectations.  Unlike automatic 
responses or outcome expectations, Bandura (1997) suggested that personal efficacy was 
a multifaceted phenomenon.  He suggested that individuals can perceive their 
competence to perform tasks as both a general capability and as a capability specific to a 
task.  For both facets of self-efficacy, Bandura (1997) proposed that self-efficacy beliefs 
were constructed from four main sources of information.  These sources included (a) 
mastery experiences that indicate capability, (b) vicarious experiences that alter efficacy 
beliefs through comparisons to related tasks, (c) verbal persuasion and social influences 
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that one possesses certain capabilities, and (d) physiological and affective states which 
affect personal efficacies.  The effects of physiological and affective states suggests a 
potential relationship between learned helplessness and self-efficacy.  As mentioned 
previously, two of the major symptoms of learned helplessness are the development of 
passive behavior and increased emotional stress in the face of uncontrollable trauma 
(Seligman, 1972).  It is possible that these physiological and affective symptoms would 
affect self-efficacy.  This suggests a potential negative relationship between learned 
helplessness and self-efficacy. 
 General self-efficacy.  Bandura (1977) suggested that general self-efficacy 
describes the level of one’s belief in his/her capability to complete tasks under a variety 
of circumstances.  He argued that general self-efficacy operates as a key factor in 
increasing human competence.  Though his model described general self-efficacy, 
Bandura (1997) explained that a high sense of self-efficacy in one specific activity is not 
necessarily accompanied by high self-efficacy in another specific activity.   
 Task-specific self-efficacy.  Bandura (1977) suggested that task-specific self-
efficacy described the level of one’s belief of his/her capability to complete a specific 
task.  He used this facet of self-efficacy to explain differences in personal efficacy levels 
across different activities, under different levels of task demands, and under different 
situational circumstances.  Bandura (1997) suggested that one’s level of task-specific 
self-efficacy changes as one practices a specific task or gains more knowledge and 
experience.   
 Measures.  Self-efficacy scales tend to measure only one of the two facets of self-
efficacy.  Chen et al. (2001) developed the New General Self-Efficacy Scale as a measure 
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of general-self efficacy.  Riggs et al. (1994) developed the Personal Efficacy Beliefs 
Scale as a measure of task-specific self-efficacy.  
 General self-efficacy.  Chen et al. (2001) developed the New General Self-
Efficacy Scale to adapt a clinical measure of general self-efficacy to organizations. 
Originally, the measure included 14 items, some of which Chen et al. (2001) generated 
themselves and some of which were selected from older, widely used general self-
efficacy measures.  Using a sample of 316 undergraduates in their analyses, Chen et al. 
(2001) retained 8 items for inclusion in their final scale, based on low item redundancy, 
high face validity, high inter-item correlations, and strong factor loadings.  Researchers 
have suggested that the New General Self-Efficacy Scale provides adequate internal 
consistency, test-retest reliability, and discriminant validity (e.g., Chen et al., 2001).  
 Task-specific self-efficacy.  Riggs et al. (1994) developed the Personal Efficacy 
Beliefs Scale to better measure task-specific self-efficacy in organizations.  Originally, 
the measure included 25 items that Riggs et al. generated to be consistent with the 
theoretical definitions of task-specific self-efficacy.  Using a sample of 470 employees in 
their analyses, Riggs al. (1994) retained 10 items for inclusion in their final scale, based 
on expert judgement and strong factor loadings.  Expert judges had PhDs and knowledge 
of both measurement theory and Bandura’s (1977) theory.  Researchers have suggested 
that the Personal Efficacy Beliefs Scale provides adequate convergent validity and 
internal consistency (e.g., Riggs et al., 1994). 
Critiques of research.  Some have argued that Bandura’s self-efficacy theory did 
not address observed relationships between competency expectations and outcome 
expectations.  For example, Eastmand and Marzillier (1984) suggested that outcome 
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expectations from an environment might influence an individual’s personal self-efficacy.  
That is, if an individual is told to pick up a snake, s/he might believe that s/he is capable 
of picking up a snake.  However, if a researcher tells an individual that this snake is 
poisonous (i.e., outcome expectations from an environment), a fear of harm might affect 
that individual’s self-efficacy with respect to picking up that snake.  Though Bandura 
(1977) suggested that self-efficacy is distinct from outcome expectations, it seems 
possible that a feared outcome might affect an individual’s perceived self-efficacy. 
Feedback-Seeking Behavior (FSB) 
 I chose to focus on FSB as an outcome because prior research has suggested that 
it is an important predictor of many other work-related outcomes (e.g., Gong et al., 2014) 
and also research has suggested FSB is related to LOC (Renn & Fedor, 2001).  
Additionally, it is reasonable to suggest that learned helplessness might relate to FSB 
because an individual exhibiting passive behaviors from high levels of learned 
helplessness might not engage in FSB.  In this section, I provide an in-depth definition 
and history of FSB and discuss current major models of FSB.  I discuss which measures 
are used for each model, followed by a discussion of critiques of FSB research. 
 Definitions.  Ashford and Cummings (1983) defined FSB as the differing levels 
of effort an individual devotes to seeking feedback in relation to desired organizational 
and individual goals.  Feedback referred to a specific subset of information available to 
individuals in their work environment (Greller & Herold, 1975).  This subset included 
information on the appropriate behaviors to achieve a goal (referent information) and 
information on how well an individual enacts those behaviors (appraisal information).  
The dominant behavioral strategies of FSB are self-monitoring and active inquiry.  
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Ashford and Cummings (1983) described self-monitoring as an individual attending to 
and taking in information from the environment.  They described active inquiry as an 
individual directly asking others for their perceptions or evaluations of that individual’s 
behavior. 
 Major model.  Ashford and Cummings (1983) developed their model of FSB to 
focus on feedback as an individual resource that individuals actively sought.  More 
specifically, Ashford and Cummings (1988) theorized that feedback performed four 
functions: (a) uncertainty reduction, (b) signaling in relation to goal importance, (c) 
competence creation, and (d) ego defense.  They argued that prior researchers had 
focused primarily on feedback as an organizational resource (e.g., Ilgen et al., 1979).  
Thus, Ashford and Cummings’ model extended prior research by focusing on feedback as 
an individual resource.  Further, Ashford and Cummings’ (1983) model expanded on 
Greller and Herold’s (1975) research that suggested individuals played an active role in 
seeking feedback.  Greller and Herold’s (1975) model posited that individuals are 
motivated to gain referent and appraisal information in relation to their goals.  Individuals 
gained referent and appraisal information through self-monitoring and active inquiry.  
 FSB strategies.  Individuals can gain information from self-monitoring by 
observing reactions to their behavior and from active inquiry by asking direct questions.  
As mentioned previously, individuals who self-monitor take in information from their 
environment.  From their observations of both their situation and the behaviors of others, 
individuals decide which cues are useful as feedback in relation to their personal goals.  
Ashford and Cumming (1983) suggested that reflective appraisal and comparative 
appraisal were two primary forms of self-monitoring.  An individual monitoring reactions 
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of others to his/her behaviors would be using reflective appraisal.  An individual using 
reflective appraisal would need to infer whether others’ reactions were intended for 
him/her.  Additionally, an individual would need to infer whether others’ reactions were 
indicative of some internal state of the feedback source (i.e., the others).  An individual 
comparing his/her behaviors to others would be using comparative appraisal.  An 
individual using comparative appraisal would need to infer whether a comparison to 
others informed a self-evaluation of abilities. 
An individual engaging in active inquiry would ask others directly for their 
perceptions or evaluations of his/her behavior.  This behavior would not require an 
individual to infer feedback.  However, active inquiry’s overtness might cause a feedback 
provider to adjust his/her feedback because of social pressures.  Further, directly asking 
another for feedback increases risk to the individual engaging in active inquiry.  An 
individual directly asking another for feedback risks receiving negative feedback that 
might humiliate or embarrass the individual, especially if the individual asks for feedback 
publicly. 
 Measures.  Callister et al. (1999) created measures of FSB that distinguish 
between feedback-seeking sources and between feedback-seeking strategies.  The Peer 
Feedback Seeking Scale measures feedback seeking from coworkers.  The Supervisor 
Feedback Seeking Scale measures feedback seeking from supervisors.  Further, both 
measures included questions pertaining specifically to each feedback-seeking strategy. 
 Peer Feedback Seeking Scale.  Callister et al.’s (1999) Peer Feedback Seeking 
Scale includes 7 items.  Three of the items relate to engagement in self-monitoring 
behaviors, and four of the items relate to engagement in active inquiry behaviors.  
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Callister et al. (1999) suggested that the measure demonstrated adequate internal 
consistency, test-retest reliability, and convergent validity with related measures. 
 Supervisor Feedback Seeking Scale.  Callister et al.’s (1999) Supervisor 
Feedback Seeking Scale includes 4 items.  Two of the items relate to engagement in self-
monitoring behaviors, and two of the items relate to engagement in active inquiry 
behaviors.  Callister et al. (1999) suggested that the measure demonstrated adequate 
internal consistency, test-retest reliability, and convergent validity with related measures. 
 Critiques of research.  Ashford et al. (2016) argued that FSB researchers have 
focused too much on individual subordinates seeking feedback from supervisors and that 
FSB research has had measurement issues (e.g., Ashford et al., 2016).  Originally, 
Ashford and Cummings (1988) created their model of FSB to shift researchers’ focus 
from feedback as an organizational resource to an individual resource.  Though this shift 
extended research on feedback, Ashford et al. (2016) critiqued FSB research as having 
too restricted a focus, specifically on individuals seeking feedback from their supervisors, 
environments, or peers.  Ashford et al. (2016) suggested that FSB research should focus 
on individuals seeking and providing feedback in a group setting (e.g., teams) and on 
individuals seeking feedback from their subordinates.  For example, the FSB literature 
has not addressed the effects of peers engaging in FSB in teams.  Furthermore, the 
literature has not addressed possible differences in motivation for feedback seeking from 
peers or superiors as opposed to subordinates.  
 Other critiques of FSB have related to measurement issues.  There are four valid 
and reliable measures of FSB that assess self-monitoring and active inquiry behaviors, 
i.e., the Peer Feedback Seeking Scale (Callister et al., 1999), the Supervisor Feedback 
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Seeking Scale (Callister et al., 1999), the Feedback Eliciting Scale (Fedor et al., 1992), 
and the Feedback Monitoring Scale (Fedor et al., 1992).  Callister et al. (1999) made a 
distinction between sources of feedback (i.e., feedback from peers and feedback from 
supervisors).  Fedor et al. (1992) developed the Feedback Eliciting Scale and the 
Feedback Monitoring Scale using a sample of Army flight students.  However, military 
FSB might differ from FSB in other organizational contexts.  The Feedback Eliciting 
Scale might need further validation in non-military contexts.  Moreover, Ashford et al. 
(2016) suggested that researchers should examine the potential need for different 
measures of FSB to address potential differences in work environments.  Further, 
research using self-reported FSB has failed to address potential errors in individual 
recollection that could decrease accuracy of results (Ashford et al., 2016).  Specifically, 
measures of self-monitoring might be inaccurate because an individual might not 
remember exactly how much self-monitoring s/he engaged in. 
Proposed Research 
 Relationships involving learned helplessness, LOC, self-efficacy, and FSB.   
Next, I draw from direct and indirect evidence to discuss potential relationships between 
learned helplessness, LOC, self-efficacy, and FSB.  Researchers have established 
relationships between LOC and self-efficacy (Strauser et al., 2002) and between LOC and 
FSB (Renn & Fedor, 2001).    Drawing from indirect evidence (e.g., Renn & Fedor, 2001; 
Strauser et al., 2002), I posited that learned helplessness would have a negative 
relationship with task-specific self-efficacy and FSB.  Further, I posited that learned 
helplessness would account for unique variance in self-efficacy and FSB.  
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 Research has established relationships between LOC and self-efficacy (e.g., 
Strauser et al., 2002) and has provided indirect evidence that learned helplessness might 
relate also.  Strauser et al. (2002) measured work LOC and self-efficacy specific to a 
work environment.   They suggested that individuals’ perceptions relating to competence 
(i.e., self-efficacy) would be influenced by individuals’ perceptions relating to control 
(i.e., LOC).  Indeed, results indicated a negative relationship between self-efficacy and 
work LOC.  The more an individual perceived an internal LOC, the higher his/her self-
efficacy.  Drawing from this research, I posited that individuals’ perceptions relating to 
competence (i.e., self-efficacy) would be influenced by individuals’ perceptions relating 
to lack of control (i.e., learned helplessness).  Specifically, learned helplessness should 
negatively correlate with task-specific self-efficacy.  That is, an individual higher in 
learned helplessness would be less likely to perceive that his/her capability to succeed in 
performing a task is contingent on his/her behaviors. 
 Research has established relationships between LOC and FSB (e.g., Renn & 
Fedor, 2001) and has provided indirect evidence that learned helplessness might relate 
also.  Renn and Fedor (2001) measured LOC (which they labeled personal control 
perceptions) and FSB.  They suggested that frequencies of individuals’ FSB would be 
influenced by individuals’ perceptions relating to control (i.e., LOC).  Indeed, results 
indicated a positive relationship between LOC and FSB.  The more an individual 
perceived an internal LOC, the higher his/her frequency of FSBs.  Drawing from this 
research, I posited that individuals’ frequency of FSB would be influenced by 
individuals’ perceptions relating to lack of control (i.e., learned helplessness).  
Specifically, learned helplessness should negatively correlate with FSB.  That is, an 
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individual higher in learned helplessness would likely be more passive in their behaviors 
and FSB requires more active behaviors.   
Finally, learned helplessness should account for unique variance over LOC in 
self-efficacy and FSB.  Rotter’s (1966) theory of LOC parallels only one of three 
attributional dimensions of learned helplessness.  Rotter (1966) suggested that LOC 
described a unidimensional personality variable from internal LOC to external LOC.  
Individuals exhibiting high internal LOC believed their personal behaviors affected 
outcomes whereas individuals exhibiting high external LOC believed universal forces 
affected outcomes.  In contrast, Abramson et al. (1978) described three attributional 
dimensions for an individual’s level of learned helplessness (i.e., personal to universal, 
global to specific, and stable to unstable).  As mentioned above, Abramson et al.’s (1978) 
personal to universal dimension seems similar but is quite distinct from Rotter’s (1966) 
internal to external LOC dimension.  Individuals on the personal side of the dimension 
believe internal, personal factors cause uncontrollability between responses and 
outcomes, specifically, uncontrollability that is not experienced by others.  Individuals on 
the universal side of the dimension believe external, universal factors cause 
uncontrollability between responses and outcomes for both themselves and others.  
Further, Abramson et al. (1978) described a global to specific dimension that 
characterizes learned helplessness across situations, which was not addressed by Rotter 
(1966).  Moreover, Abramson et al. (1978) described a stable to unstable dimension that 
characterizes the consistency of learned helplessness across time, which also was not 
addressed by Rotter (1966).  Thus, learned helplessness should account for unique 
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variance over LOC in self-efficacy and FSB because learned helplessness assesses 
domain content not overlapping that of LOC. 
 Hypothesis 1.  Learned helplessness will account for unique variance over LOC 
in task-specific self-efficacy.  
Hypothesis 2.  Learned helplessness will account for unique variance over LOC 
in FSB. 
 LOC as moderator of the relationship between learned helplessness and self-
efficacy.  LOC should moderate the relationship between learned helplessness and self-
efficacy because a higher internal LOC should inoculate an individual to the detrimental 
effects of learned helplessness.  LOC is a relatively stable personality trait (Rotter, 1966).  
An individual experiencing a high level of learned helplessness might believe for a range 
of situations and a range of timeframes that future outcomes are not controlled by his/her 
behaviors.  However, if an individual exhibits a high internal LOC, s/he might be more 
likely to change his/her perceptions that outcomes are controlled by his/her behaviors.  
Furthermore, a stable belief that reinforcements are contingent on an individual’s own 
behavior (i.e., a higher internal LOC) might weaken the effects of his/her perceptions of 
uncontrollability (i.e. weaken the effects of learned helplessness).  This might weaken the 
effects of both constructs, decreasing potential benefits from an internal LOC while 
decreasing potential detrimental effects from high learned helplessness. 
 Hypothesis 3.  Learned helplessness will have a weaker negative relationship with 
task-specific self-efficacy when LOC is more internal.  
LOC as a moderator of the relationship between learned helplessness and 
FSB.  LOC should moderate the relationship between learned helplessness and FSB 
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because a higher internal LOC should inoculate an individual to the detrimental effects of 
learned helplessness.  After an individual experiences a traumatic event in a work 
environment, s/he might experience a higher level of learned helplessness, which might 
increase passive behavior in future work environments.  However, if the individual 
exhibits a higher internal LOC, s/he might believe that outcomes are contingent on 
his/her behaviors across situations in general.  The increased active behaviors resulting 
from this belief might decrease passivity for individuals experiencing higher learned 
helplessness.  Thus, the relationship between learned helplessness and FSB might be 
weaker the more an individual exhibits an internal LOC.   
 Hypothesis 4.  Learned helplessness will have a weaker negative relationship with 
FSB when LOC is more internal.  
Multiple Studies 
I performed studies on an academic and a work sample to increase the 
generalizability of my results and to account for possible confounds that might exist in 
each sample.  By performing studies using both samples, I would be able to apply my 
results to multiple domains, which would allow me to generalize my results.  By using 
both samples, I would be able to analyze differences in my results and attempt to reveal 
possible confounds specific to each sample, if any, that affect the data. 
I performed two studies with parallel structure.  One study used a sample of 
undergraduate students and the other used a sample of employed adults.  Each study 
included a LOC measure created specifically for its sample (i.e., academic LOC and work 
LOC).  Also, each study included task-specific self-efficacy and FSB measures with 
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edited wording to specify the measures to each environment (i.e., academic and work 
environments). 
Study 1 Method 
Participants 
Data was collected from undergraduate students recruited from a midsized, 
midwestern university.  Participants received extra credit in an introductory psychology 
course for participating in this study.  To detect significant results for a small to moderate 
interaction effect, I conducted a power analysis. This analysis suggested that I needed 
approximately 600 participants to obtain 95% power to observe a significant effect.  
Measures 
 I used pilot research to examine the psychometric properties for existing measures 
and measures I developed.  See Appendix A for details of the pilot study. 
 Learned helplessness.  Learned helplessness was measured using the 20-item 
Learned Helplessness Scale (Quinless & Nelson, 1988).  The internal consistency 
reliability for this scale was .85 (Quinless & Nelson, 1988).  Responses ranged from (1) 
“strongly agree” to (4) “strongly disagree.”  Responses were averaged.  Higher scores on 
the scale indicated higher levels of the participant’s degree of learned helplessness.  A 
sample item from the scale was “I feel that my ability to solve problems is the cause of 
my success.”  See Appendix B for a complete list of items. 
 Locus of control (LOC).  I used multiple measures to assess LOC.  I used one 
measure to assess an individual’s general LOC.  I used another measure to assess an 
individual’s academic LOC. 
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 General LOC.  General LOC was measured using the 29-item Internal-External 
Scale (Rotter, 1966).  The internal consistency reliability for this scale was .69 (Rotter, 
1966).  Each item consisted of a pair of alternatives lettered (a) or (b).  Each pair of items 
included one item that represents an internal choice (internal LOC) and one that 
represents an external choice (external LOC).  Participants chose the statements that they 
more strongly believed were correct.  The number of external choices were summed.  
Higher scores on the scale indicated higher levels of internal locus of control.  A sample 
item from the scale was “(a) Children get into trouble because their parents punish them 
too much. (b) The trouble with most children nowadays is that their parents are too easy 
with them.”  See Appendix C for a complete list of items. 
Academic LOC.  Academic LOC was measured using the 21-item Revised 
Academic Locus of Control Scale (Curtis & Trice, 2013).  Researchers have 
demonstrated that the internal consistency reliability for this scale was .68 (Curtis & 
Trice, 2013) and .73 (Shaw, 2017).  Using the alternative measure of internal consistency, 
McDonald’s ω, Curtis and Trice (2013) found the internal consistency to be .86.  
Response options are “true” or “false.”  Each item represented either an internal choice or 
an external choice.  The number of external items answered as true were summed with 
the number of internal items answered as false.  Higher scores on the scale indicated 
higher levels of internal locus of control.  A sample item from the scale was “There are 




 Self-efficacy.  I used multiple measures to assess self-efficacy.  I used one 
measure to assess an individual’s general self-efficacy.  I used one measure to assess an 
individual’s task-specific self-efficacy.   
 General self-efficacy.  General self-efficacy was measured using the 8-item New 
General Self-Efficacy Scale (Chen et al., 2001).  The internal consistency reliability for 
this scale was .86 (Chen et al., 2001).  Responses ranged from (1) “strongly disagree” to 
(5) “strongly agree.”  Responses was averaged.  Higher scores on the scale indicated 
higher levels of general self-efficacy.  A sample item from the scale was “I will be able to 
achieve most of the goals that I have set for myself.”  See Appendix E for a complete list 
of items. 
 Task-specific self-efficacy.  Task-specific self-efficacy was measured using the 
10-item Personal Efficacy Beliefs Scale (Riggs et al., 1994).  The internal consistency 
reliability for this scale was .86 (Riggs et al., 1994).  I edited the scale to reflect an 
academic environment rather than a work environment.  These edits included changing 
the word “job” to “class.”  Responses ranged from (1) “strongly disagree” to (5) 
“strongly agree.”  Responses were averaged.  Higher scores on the scale indicated higher 
levels of personal self-efficacy.  A sample item from the scale was “I have confidence in 
my ability to do my classwork.”  See Appendix F for a complete list of items. 
 Feedback-Seeking Behavior (FSB).  I developed a measure to assess feedback-
seeking behavior because no measure addressing student FSB existed.  I developed one 
subscale to assess an individual’s level of self-monitoring behavior.  I developed one 
subscale to assess an individual’s level of active inquiry behavior.  The item format I 
used is taken from Callister et al.’s (1999) measures of FSB.  
 
 35 
Self-monitoring.  I developed an 18-question subscale of self-monitoring 
behaviors.  Self-monitoring was measured using the self-monitoring items of the 7-item 
Peer Feedback Seeking Scale and self-monitoring items of the 4-item Supervisor 
Feedback Seeking Scale developed by Callister et al. (1999).  The scale I developed 
included nine different sources individuals might seek feedback from.  The scale included 
items for five different methods of seeking feedback.  In my pilot study (see Appendix 
A), the internal consistency reliability for this subscale was .91.  Responses ranged from 
(1) “never” to (5) “very frequently” for both scales.  Responses were averaged.  Higher 
scores indicated higher levels of self-monitoring.  A sample item was “From watching 
other student(s)’ reactions, I can tell how well I am doing.”  See Appendix G for a 
complete list of items. 
Active inquiry.  I developed a 24-item subscale of active inquiry behaviors.  
Active inquiry was measured using the active feedback seeking items of the 7-item Peer 
Feedback Seeking Scale and active feedback seeking items of the 4-item Supervisor 
Feedback Seeking Scale developed by Callister et al. (1999).  The scale I developed 
included six different sources individuals might seek feedback from.  The scale included 
items for seven different methods of seeking feedback.  In my pilot study (see Appendix 
A), the internal consistency reliability for this subscale was .96.  Responses ranged from 
(1) “never” to (5) “very frequently” for both scales.  Responses were averaged.  Higher 
scores on both scales indicated higher levels of active inquiry.  A sample active feedback 
seeking item was “I ask other student(s) if they think I will pass my classes.”  See 
Appendix H for a complete list of items. 
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Demographics.  Demographics were measured with questions asking participants 
for information about their age, gender, ethnicity, grade level, cumulative grade point 
average, and major.  See Appendix I for a complete list of items. 
Measures to Test Related Outcomes 
 In-Role Behavior Performance.  In-role performance was measured using the 
first seven items of Williams and Anderson’s performance scale (1991).  The internal 
consistency reliability for this scale was .91 (Williams & Anderson, 1991).  I edited the 
scale to reflect an academic environment rather than a work environment.  These edits 
included changing the words “performance evaluation” to “grades.”  Responses ranged 
from (1) “strongly disagree” to (7) “strongly agree.”  Responses were averaged.  Higher 
scores on the scale indicated higher levels of in-role behavior performance.  A sample 
item from the scale was “I adequately complete assigned work.”  See Appendix J for a 
complete list of items. 
 Organizational Citizenship Behaviors.  Organizational citizenship behaviors 
were measured using Lee and Allen’s (2002) 16-item scale, which included an individual 
subscale (OCB-I, 8 items) and an organizational subscale (OCB-O, 8 items).  The internal 
consistency reliability for the individual subscale was .83 (Lee & Allen, 2003).  The 
internal consistency reliability for the organizational subscale was .88 (Lee & Allen, 
2003).  Participants were asked to rate how often they engaged in a list of behaviors.  I 
edited the scale to reflect an academic environment rather than a work environment.  
These edits included changing the word “work” to “school.”  Responses ranged from (1) 
“never” to (7) “always.”  Responses were averaged.  Higher scores on the scale indicated 
more organizational citizenship behaviors.  A sample item from the individual subscale 
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was “Help others who have been absent.”  A sample item from the organizational 
subscale was “Keep up with developments in the school.”  See Appendix K for a 
complete list of items. 
 Counterproductive Work Behaviors.  Counterproductive work behaviors were 
measured using Bennet and Robinson’s (2002) 19-item scale, which included an 
individual subscale (CWB-I, 7 items) and an organizational subscale (CWB-O, 12 items).  
The internal consistency reliability for the individual subscale was .84 (Lee & Allen, 
2003).  The internal consistency reliability for the organizational subscale was .85 (Lee & 
Allen, 2003).  Participants were asked to rate how often they engaged in a list of 
behaviors.  I edited the scale to reflect an academic environment rather than a work 
environment.  These edits included changing the word “work” to “class.”  Responses 
range from (1) “never” to (7) “daily.”  Responses were averaged.  Higher scores on the 
scale indicated more counterproductive work behaviors.  A sample item from the 
individual subscale was “Made fun of someone during class.”  A sample item from the 
organizational subscale was “Taken property from a class without permission.”  See 
Appendix L for a complete list of items. 
Psychological Well-Being.  I used multiple measures to assess well-being.  I used 
one measure to assess an individual’s satisfaction with life.  I used one measure to assess 
psychological well-being.   
 Satisfaction with life.  Satisfaction with life was measured using the 5-item 
Satisfaction With Life Scale (Diener, Emmons, & Larsen, 1985).  The internal 
consistency reliability for this scale was .87 (Diener, Emmons, & Larsen, 1985).  
Responses ranged from (1) “strongly disagree” to (7) “strongly agree.”  Responses were 
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averaged.  Higher scores on the scale indicated higher levels of satisfaction with life.  A 
sample item from the scale was “In most ways my life is close to ideal.”  See Appendix 
M for a complete list of items. 
 Psychological well-being.  Psychological well-being was measured using the 10-
item Brief Inventory of Thriving (Su, Tay, & Diener, 2014).  The internal consistency 
reliability for this scale was .83 (Su, Tay, & Diener, 2014).  Responses ranged from (1) 
“strongly disagree” to (5) “strongly agree.”  Responses were averaged.  Higher scores on 
the scale indicated higher levels of psychological well-being.  A sample item from the 
scale was “There are people who appreciate me as a person.”  See Appendix N for a 
complete list of items. 
Measures to Test Alternative Explanations 
Causal Attributions.  Causal attributions were measured using the 12-item 
Academic Attributional Style Questionnaire (Peterson & Barrett, 1987).  The internal 
consistency reliability was .84 (Peterson & Barrett, 1987).  Participants were given 12 
different bad hypothetical academic events.  Responses to each event included a fill-in-
the-blank prompt followed by three multiple choice questions that address three 
dimensions:  internality, stability, and globality.  A sample event from the measure was 
“You fail a final exam.”  The multiple-choice item wording is: “Write down the one 
major cause”, “Is the cause of this situation due to you or to something about other 
people or circumstances?” (internality), “In the future, will this cause again be present?” 
(stability), and “Does the cause just influence this situation or does it influence other 
areas of your life?” (globality).  Response options ranged from (1) “totally due to other 
people or circumstances” to (7) “totally due to me,” (internality); (1) “will never again be 
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present” to (7) “will always be present,” (stability); and (1) “influences just this particular 
situation” to (7) “influences all situations in my life” (globality).  Responses were 
averaged.  Dimension scores were calculated by taking the average of items representing 
each dimension.  Higher scores indicated higher levels of internality, stability, and 
globality.  See Appendix O for a complete list of items.  
Cognitive Ability.  Cognitive ability was measured using the 60-item Shipley 
Institute of Living Scale (Shipley, 1940).  Bowers and Pantle (1998) found that the 
Shipley Institute of Living Scale provided similar IQ estimates to other measures of 
cognitive ability (e.g., the Kaufman Brief Intelligence Test [Kaufman, 1990]) with 
correlations ranging from .77 to .83.  The vocabulary section included 40 multiple choice 
items that ask participants to select one of four possible responses most similar in 
meaning to a target word.  The abstraction section included 20 fill-in-the-blank items that 
required participants to complete a pattern with the correct response.  The number of 
correct answers from each section were summed, with the sum of correct questions from 
the abstraction section multiplied by two.  Higher scores on the scale indicated higher 
levels of cognitive ability.  A sample vocabulary item from the scale was “TALK” with 
choices “draw, speak, eat, sleep.”  A sample abstraction item was “1, 2, 3, 4, 5, __”.  See 
Appendix P for a complete list of items.   
Personality and Depression.  Personality and depression were measured using 
the 50-item Revised NEO-Personality Inventory measure of the Big Five personality 
factors (Costa & McCrae, 1992).  The depression facet included items that are included in 
the Big Five personality facets being measured and three items from the 100 – item 
Revised NEO-Personality Inventory of the Big Five personality factors (Costa & 
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McCrae, 1992).  The internal consistency reliabilities for each facet of this measure were 
0.86 (Neuroticism), 0.86 (Extraversion), 0.82 (Openness), 0.77 (Agreeableness), 0.81 
(Conscientiousness), and .88 (Depression) (Costa & McCrae, 1992).  Responses ranged 
from (1) “very inaccurate” to (5) “very accurate.”  Responses were averaged.  Facet 
scores were calculated by taking the average of items representing each facet.  Higher 
scores indicated higher levels of the corresponding facet of the Big Five.  Sample items 
from each scale were “often feel blue” (Neuroticism), “feel comfortable around people” 
(Extraversion), “have a vivid imagination” (Openness), “respect others” (Agreeableness), 
“am always prepared” (Conscientiousness), and “have a low opinion of myself” 
(Depression).  See Appendix Q for a complete list of items.  
Performance.  I measured performance by obtaining final introductory 
psychology course grades and final exam scores.  During the consent process, I asked for 
permission from participants to access to their final course grades and their final exam 
scores.  Final grade percentages and final exam percentages were obtained as the measure 
of performance. 
Procedure 
 The surveys were administered online using SONA software.  Students logged 
into their SONA account and signed up to participate in the study.  Participants 
completed the surveys in one session at a time and location of their own choosing.  In 
order to avoid missing data, participants were forced to answer each question to continue 
participating.  First, participants completed an informed consent process (see Appendix 
R).  Those individuals agreeing to participate completed the Internal-External Scale, the 
Revised Academic Locus of Control Scale, the Learned Helplessness Scale, the New 
 
 41 
General Self-Efficacy Scale, the Personal Efficacy Beliefs Scale, self-monitoring 
behavior items, active inquiry behavior items, in-role behavior performance items, 
organizational citizenship behavior items, counterproductive work behavior items, the 
Satisfaction With Life Scale, the Brief Inventory of Thriving, attribution items, cognitive 
ability items, personality and depression items, and a demographics survey.  Participants 
completed the surveys in the above order to measure predictor variables before outcome 
variables.  Participants completed the Internal-External Scale before the Revised 
Academic Locus of Control Scale to avoid possible influences of the academic LOC on 
the general LOC responses.  After participants completed the surveys, they were 
debriefed (see Appendix S).  Once data collection was completed, professors of the 
introductory psychology class sent me the final exam grades and final grades of 
participants.  I paired the grades to each participant submission and removed any 
identifying information from the dataset. 
Study 1 Results 
Data Cleaning 
Data was collected from 373 participants recruited from a midsized, midwestern 
university.  I removed 10 participants for completing less than 28% of the survey.  I set 
the cutoff at 28% because the first 28% of the survey included the variables of most 
interest: general LOC, academic LOC, learned helplessness, task-specific self-efficacy, 
and FSB.  I removed 36 participants for insufficient effort responding.  I characterized 
insufficient effort responding by individual response times to at least 50% of the surveys 
of less than 2 seconds per item, non-response or irrelevant response to attributional open-
response items, and non-response or irrelevant response to cognitive ability items.  I 
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removed six participant responses for responding to the study and completing the survey 
twice.  Each of these six participants submitted a survey response that was 100% 
complete and a response that was less than 32% complete.  I removed the duplicate 
responses that were less than 32% complete.  No outliers were detected above or below 5 
standard deviations of the mean for each survey.  Data from 321 participants (86% of 
total dataset) remained for analyses after data cleaning.  I reverse-coded appropriate items 
from each scale as needed.  I calculated scale scores by averaging the score for each 
measure. 
Demographics 
The 321 participants retained for analyses were recruited through Wright State 
University’s SONA software and received extra credit in an introductory psychology 
course for participating in this study.  The average age was 19.49 years (SD = 3.52).  The 
majority of participants were female (68.14%), were Freshmen students (65.93%), 
Sophomore students (13.88%), or Junior students (11.04%), and were White/Caucasian 
(70.66%) or Black/African America (11.99%).  
Scale Construction 
I examined the means, SDs, dimensionality, and internal consistency of each 
measure.  I used Cronbach’s alpha to measure internal consistency.  I provided scree plots 
for new measures or measures with issues relating to psychometric properties.  I provided 
all tables and figures related to psychometric properties in Appendix T. 
Learned helplessness.  Results suggested that my sample demonstrated middle 
levels of learned helplessness (M = 2.11, SD = 0.33).  Individuals who scored closer to 
four demonstrated higher learned helplessness.  I examined the scree plot for the 20 items 
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of the measure, which provided evidence of one factor.  However, Quinless and Nelson 
(1988) found evidence of three factors through a Varimax-rotated factor analysis.  I 
completed an exploratory factor analysis with one factor, three factors, and five factors.  
Results from the exploratory factor analyses indicated that items loaded onto one factor.  
Items 4, 5, 12, and 19 did not load on any factor above .3.  I used the original scale for 
analyses because the scale has been well-researched and frequently used (Bargai, Ben-
Shakhar, & Shalev, 2007).  Results demonstrated good alpha internal reliability (a = .81). 
 General locus of control.  Results suggested that my sample demonstrated non-
extreme levels of general LOC (M = 1.47, SD = 0.15).  Individuals who scored closer to 
one demonstrated a higher external general LOC, and individuals who scored closer to 
two demonstrated a higher internal LOC.  I examined the scree plot for the 29 items of 
the measure, which provided evidence of one factor.  I completed an exploratory factor 
analysis with both one and two factors.  Results from the exploratory factor analyses 
indicated that a one-factor solution was more interpretable than a two-factor solution 
even though many items did not load well on that one factor.  Items 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 9, 10, 
12, 13, 17, 20, 21, 22, 26, and 29 did not load on any factor above .3.  I used the original 
scale for analyses because the scale has been well-researched and frequently used (Rotter, 
1975).  Results demonstrated poor alpha internal reliability (a = .65). 
 Academic locus of control.  Results suggested that my sample demonstrated non-
extreme levels of academic LOC (M = 1.58, SD = 0.17).  Individuals who scored closer 
to one demonstrated a higher external academic LOC, and individuals who scored closer 
to two demonstrated a higher internal academic LOC.  I examined the scree plot for the 
21 items of the measure, which provided evidence of one factor.  I completed an 
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exploratory factor analysis with one factor.  Results from the exploratory factor analyses 
indicated that items loaded onto one factor.  Items 1, 2, 3, 4, 8, 9, 11, 12, 17, 18, 19, and 
20 did not load on any factor above .3.  I used the original scale for analyses because the 
scale has been well-researched and frequently used (Shaw, 2017).  Results demonstrated 
acceptable alpha internal reliability (a = .70).   
 General self-efficacy.  Results suggested that my sample demonstrated high 
levels of general self-efficacy (M = 3.86, SD = 0.58).  Individuals who scored closer to 
five demonstrated higher general self-efficacy.  I completed an exploratory factor 
analysis with one factor.  Results from the exploratory factor analyses indicated that 
items loaded onto one factor.  Results demonstrated good alpha internal reliability (a = 
.88). 
 Task-specific self-efficacy.  Results suggested that my sample demonstrated 
middle levels of task-specific self-efficacy (M = 3.27, SD = 0.56).  Individuals who 
scored closer to five demonstrated higher task-specific self-efficacy.  I completed an 
exploratory factor analysis with one factor.  Results from the exploratory factor analyses 
indicated that items loaded onto one factor.  Results demonstrated acceptable alpha 
internal reliability (a = .79). 
 Self-monitoring FSB.  Results suggested that my sample demonstrated middle 
levels of self-monitoring behaviors (M = 3.39, SD = 0.55).  Individuals who scored closer 
to five demonstrated higher FSB.  I examined the scree plot for the 18 items of the 
subscale, which provided evidence of 1 factor.  I completed an exploratory factor analysis 
with one factor.  Results from the exploratory factor analyses indicated that items loaded 
onto one factor.  Results demonstrated good alpha internal reliability (a = .88).   
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 Active inquiry FSB.  Results suggested that my sample demonstrated middle 
levels of active inquiry behaviors (M = 1.87, SD = 0.67).  Individuals who scored closer 
to five demonstrated higher FSB.  I examined the scree plot for the 24 items of the 
subscale, which provided evidence of one factor.  I completed an exploratory factor 
analysis with one factor.  Results from the exploratory factor analyses indicated that 
items loaded onto one factor.  Results demonstrated good alpha internal reliability (a = 
.95).   
 In-role behaviors.  Results suggested that my sample demonstrated high levels of 
in-role behaviors (M = 5.70, SD = 0.89).  Individuals who scored closer to seven 
demonstrated higher in-role performance.  I completed an exploratory factor analysis 
with one factor.  Results from the exploratory factor analyses indicated that items loaded 
onto one factor.  Results demonstrated good alpha internal reliability (a = .87). 
Organizational citizenship behaviors.  Results suggested that my sample 
demonstrated high organizational citizenship behaviors (M = 4.14, SD = 1.02).   
Participants demonstrated higher individual organizational citizenship behaviors (M = 
4.37, SD = 1.04) than organizational organizational citizenship behaviors (M = 3.91, SD 
= 1.28).  Individuals who scored closer to seven demonstrated more organizational 
citizenship behaviors.  I completed an exploratory factor analysis of the entire measure 
with two factors and an oblique rotation.  Results from the exploratory factor analyses 
indicated that items loaded onto two factors.  Items from the individual facet loaded onto 
one factor whereas items from the organizational facet loaded onto the other factor.  
Additionally, I completed an exploratory factor analysis of each facet of the measure, 
each with one factor.  Results from the exploratory analyses indicated that the items for 
 
 46 
each facet loaded onto one factor.  Results demonstrated good alpha internal reliability 
for organizational citizenship behaviors (a = .92), the individual facet of organizational 
citizenship behaviors (a = .88), and the organizational facet of organizational citizenship 
behaviors (a = .91).   
Counterproductive work behaviors.  Results suggested that my sample 
demonstrated low counterproductive work behaviors (M = 1.80, SD = .78).   Participants 
demonstrated lower individual counterproductive work behaviors (M = 1.55, SD = .84) 
than organizational counterproductive work behaviors (M = 1.94, SD = .83).  Individuals 
who scored closer to seven demonstrated more counterproductive work behaviors.  I 
completed an exploratory factor analysis of the entire measure with two factors and an 
oblique rotation.  Results from the exploratory factor analyses indicated that items loaded 
onto two factors.  Items from the individual facet loaded onto one factor whereas most 
items from the organizational facet loaded onto the other factor.  Items 1, 4, 6, 14, and 16 
cross-loaded on two factors and differed by less than .3.  Additionally, I completed an 
exploratory factor analysis of each facet of the measure, each with one factor.  Results 
from the exploratory analyses indicated that the items for each facet loaded onto one 
factor.  Results demonstrated good alpha internal reliability for counterproductive work 
behaviors (a = .94), the individual facet of counterproductive work behaviors (a = .91), 
and the organizational facet of counterproductive work behaviors (a = .90). 
Satisfaction with life.  Results suggested that my sample demonstrated middle 
satisfaction with life (M = 4.53, SD = 1.34).  Individuals who scored closer to seven 
demonstrated higher satisfaction with life.  I completed an exploratory factor analysis 
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with one factor.  Results from the exploratory factor analyses indicated that items loaded 
onto one factor.  Results demonstrated good alpha internal reliability (a = .88).   
Brief inventory of thriving.  Results suggested that my sample demonstrated 
middle levels of psychological well-being (M = 3.88, SD = 0.65).  Individuals who scored 
closer to seven demonstrated higher psychological well-being.  I completed an 
exploratory factor analysis with one factor.  Results from the exploratory factor analyses 
indicated that items loaded onto one factor.  Results demonstrated good alpha internal 
reliability (a = .90).   
Internal versus external attributional style.  Results suggested that my sample 
demonstrated high levels of internal attributions (M = 6.16, SD = 0.90).  Individuals who 
scored closer to seven demonstrated higher internal attributions.  I completed an 
exploratory factor analysis with one factor.  Results from the exploratory factor analyses 
indicated that items loaded onto one factor.  Items 2, 38, and 46 did not load on any 
factor above .3.  Results demonstrated acceptable alpha internal reliability (a = .75). 
 Stable versus unstable attributional style.  Results suggested that my sample 
demonstrated middle levels of stable attributions (M = 3.72, SD = 1.03).  Individuals who 
scored closer to seven demonstrated higher stable attributions.  I completed an 
exploratory factor analysis with one factor.  Results from the exploratory factor analyses 
indicated that items loaded onto one factor.  Results demonstrated good alpha internal 
reliability (a = .86).   
 Global versus specific attributional style.  Results suggested that my sample 
demonstrated middle levels of global attributions (M = 3.83, SD = 1.06).  Individuals who 
scored closer to seven demonstrated higher global attributions.  I completed an 
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exploratory factor analysis with one factor.  Results from the exploratory factor analyses 
indicated that items loaded onto one factor.  Item 4 did not load on any factor above .3.  
Results demonstrated good alpha internal reliability (a = .81).   
 Cognitive ability.  Results suggested that my sample demonstrated high levels of 
cognitive ability (M = .70, SD = 0.11).  Participants demonstrated similar levels of 
crystallized intelligence (M = .70, SD = .12) and fluid intelligence (M = .70, SD = .15).  
Individuals who scored closer to one demonstrated higher cognitive ability.  Results 
demonstrated good alpha internal reliability for cognitive ability (a = .82).  Results 
demonstrated acceptable alpha internal reliability for the crystallized intelligence facet of 
cognitive ability (a = .77), and the fluid intelligence facet of cognitive ability (a = .73).  
Personality.  Results suggested that my sample demonstrated middle levels of 
neuroticism (M = 2.93, SD = 0.73), extraversion (M = 3.11, SD = 0.81), openness (M = 
3.51, SD = 0.65), agreeableness (M = 3.74, SD = 0.55), conscientiousness (M = 3.43, SD 
= 0.58), and depression (M = 2.69, SD = 0.82).  Individuals who scored closer to five 
demonstrated higher levels of each trait.  I completed an exploratory factor analysis with 
one factor for each facet.  Results from the exploratory factor analyses indicated that 
items loaded onto one factor for each facet.  Items 6, 8, and 9 of the neuroticism facet and 
Item 5 of the depression facet did not load on any factor above .3.  Results demonstrated 
good alpha internal reliability for neuroticism (a = .86), extraversion (a = .91), openness 
(a = .82), agreeableness (a = .82), conscientiousness (a = .84), and depression (a = .90).  
 Performance.  Results suggested that my sample demonstrated average levels of 
performance on final exams (M = .75, SD = 0.13) and slightly above average levels of 
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performance overall in an introductory psychology (M = .83, SD = 0.12).  Individuals 
who scored closer to one demonstrated higher performance. 
Descriptive Statistics 
 To be comprehensive, I measured relationships between variables (Table 1).  
Though results suggested that most relationships between variables were as expected, the 





Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations Between Study 1 Variables 
Note .  * p < .05, ** p < .01.  Measures’ Cronbach’s Alpha internal reliability included at the end of each row. OCB = Organizational 
citizenship behaviors.  CWB = Counterproductive work behaviors. BIT = Brief inventory of thriving (i.e., psychological well-being).   
 M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
1. LOC 1.47 0.15 .65          
2. Academic LOC 1.58 0.17 .33** .70         
3. Learned Helplessness 2.11 0.33 -.36** -.53** .81        
4. Personal Self-efficacy 3.68 0.58 .24** .42** -.67** .88       
5. General Self-efficacy 3.27 0.56 .31** .56** -.70** .52** .79      
6. Self-monitor FSB 3.39 0.55 .04 .03 -.08 .13* .07 .88     
7. Active Inquiry FSB 1.87 0.67 -.02 -.08 .14* -.09 -.14* .18** .95    
8. Internal Attribution 6.16 0.90 .20** .16** -.16* .14* .11 .00 -.06 .75   
9. Stable Attribution 3.72 1.03 -.15* -.34** .26** -.15* -.26** .02 .03 -.19** .86  
10. Global Attribution 3.83 1.06 -.04 -.12* .14* -.02 -.16* .08 .13* .02 .45** .81 
11. In-role Performance 5.70 0.89 .09 .43** -.38** .32** .34** .13 -.18 .06 -.19 -.15 
12. OCB 4.14 1.02 .09 .28** -.21* .19 .11 .21* .25** .07 -.16 .05 
13. OCB-Individual 4.37 1.04 .03 .20* -.18 .14 .10 .19* .22* .05 -.10 .05 
14. OCB-Organizational 3.91 1.28 .13 .29** -.19 .19 .09 .18 .22* .08 -.18 .04 
15. CWB 1.80 0.78 .08 -.29** .15 -.11 -.13 -.12 .22* -.07 .14 .11 
16. CWB-Individual 1.55 0.84 .12 -.14 .08 -.09 -.04 -.11 .22* -.04 .06 .07 
17. CWB-Organizational 1.94 0.83 .05 -.35** .17 -.11 -.17 -.11 .20 -.08 .18 .13 
18. Satisfaction with Life 4.53 1.34 .20* .43** -.40** .40** .41** .11 .03 .17 -.19 -.06 
19. BIT 3.88 0.65 .21* .49** -.57** .51** .52** .17 -.05 .13 -.31** -.12 
20. Cognitive Ability 0.70 0.11 .00 -.05 -.01 -.04 .02 .03 -.26** -.01 .08 -.02 
21. Exam Grade 0.75 0.13 .01 -.04 .00 -.02 .01 .07 -.08 -.05 -.02 -.09 
22. Final Grade 0.83 0.12 -.01 -.05 -.01 -.04 .04 .10 -.10 -.13 -.06 -.10 
23. Neuroticism 2.93 0.73 -.29** -.47** .50** -.39** -.46** -.01 .10 -.12 .23* .17 
24. Extraversion 3.11 0.81 .21* .23* -.34** .19 .32** .08 .06 .07 -.18 .00 
25. Openness 3.51 0.65 -.08 -.06 -.10 .02 .03 .03 -.09 -.03 .07 -.02 
26. Agreeableness 3.74 0.55 .07 .21* -.22* .14 .14 .20* .00 .13 -.08 .00 
27. Conscientiousness 3.43 0.58 .20 .69** -.51** .43** .50** .10 -.01 .08 -.27** -.13 
28. Depression 2.69 0.82 -.30** -.53** .56** -.45** -.55** -.03 .10 -.14 .26* .19 
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Table 1 (continued) 
 
Note .  * p < .05, ** p < .01.  Measures’ Cronbach’s Alpha internal reliability included at the end of each row. OCB = Organizational 
citizenship behaviors.  CWB = Counterproductive work behaviors. BIT = Brief inventory of thriving (i.e., psychological well-being).  
 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 
1. LOC             
2. Academic LOC             
3. Learned Helplessness             
4. Personal Self-efficacy             
5. General Self-efficacy             
6. Self-monitor FSB             
7. Active Inquiry FSB             
8. Internal Attribution             
9. Stable Attribution             
10. Global Attribution             
11. In-role Performance .87            
12. OCB .11 .92           
13. OCB-Individual .10 .85** .88          
14. OCB-Organizational .09 .90** .55** .91         
15. CWB -.35** -.04 -.01 -.05 .94        
16. CWB-Individual -.22** -.02 .00 -.03 .89** .91       
17. CWB-Organizational -.40** -.04 -.01 -.06 .96** .73** .90      
18. Satisfaction with Life .30** .25** .16** .27** -.16** -.07 -.20** .88     
19. BIT .35** .33** .26** .32** -.26** -.20** -.27** .66** .90    
20. Cognitive Ability .00 -.18** -.11 -.20** -.11* -.14* -.09 -.07 -.09 .82   
21. Exam Grade .21** -.21** -.21** -.16* -.08 -.12 -.05 .09 -.02 .36**   
22. Final Grade .34** -.15* -.17* -.10 -.15* -.14* -.15* .17* .07 .17* .79**  
23. Neuroticism -.21** -.09 -.03 -.12* .15* .10 .16** -.49** -.56** .00 -.01 -.03 
24. Extraversion .01 .34** .29** .31** .07 .14* .03 .37** .45** -.05 -.14* -.13 
25. Openness .07 .05 .12* -.01 -.10 -.15* -.05 -.08 .00 .22** .14* .02 
26. Agreeableness .13* .31** .27** .28** -.39** -.41** -.33** .21** .30** .11 .12 .10 
27. Conscientiousness .46** .30** .24** .29** -.27** -.13* -.32** .44** .51** -.10 -.10 .05 
28. Depression -.29** -.15* -.08 -.18** .19** .12* .21** -.58** -.66** .02 0.00 -.05 
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Note .  * p < .05, ** p < .01.  Measures’ Cronbach’s Alpha internal reliability included at the end of each row. OCB = Organizational 
citizenship behaviors.  CWB = Counterproductive work behaviors. BIT = Brief inventory of thriving (i.e., psychological well-being).  
 23 24 25 26 27 28 
1. LOC       
2. Academic LOC       
3. Learned Helplessness       
4. Personal Self-efficacy       
5. General Self-efficacy       
6. Self-monitor FSB       
7. Active Inquiry FSB       
8. Internal Attribution       
9. Stable Attribution       
10. Global Attribution       
11. In-role Performance       
12. OCB       
13. OCB-Individual       
14. OCB-Organizational       
15. CWB       
16. CWB-Individual       
17. CWB-Organizational       
18. Satisfaction with Life       
19. BIT       
20. Cognitive Ability       
21. Exam Grade       
22. Final Grade       
23. Neuroticism .86      
24. Extraversion -.39** .91     
25. Openness .07 .00 .82    
26. Agreeableness -.19** .12* .22** .82   
27. Conscientiousness -.40** .21** .00 .28** .84  




 Hypothesis 1.  Hypothesis 1 stated that learned helplessness would account for 
unique variance over LOC in task-specific self-efficacy.  To test this hypothesis, I 
performed a two-step hierarchical regression.  In the first step, I regressed task-specific 
self-efficacy on general LOC.  In the second step, I regressed task-specific self-efficacy 
on both general LOC and learned helplessness.  Learned helplessness accounted for 
unique variance in task-specific self-efficacy above and beyond LOC (see Table 2).  
These results supported Hypothesis 1. 
Table 2 
Hierarchical Regression of Task-Specific Self-Efficacy on LOC and Learned 













Note.  N = 321.   
 
 To further test Hypothesis 1, I performed a two-step hierarchical regression using 
academic LOC instead of general LOC.  In the first step, I regressed task-specific self-
efficacy on academic LOC.  In the second step, I regressed task-specific self-efficacy on 
both academic LOC and learned helplessness.  Learned helplessness accounted for 
unique variance in task-specific self-efficacy above and beyond LOC (see Table 3).  
These results supported Hypothesis 1. 
Step Predictor(s) β p R2 F p 
1       
 Locus of 
Control 
0.31 <.005 .094 33.06 <.005 
2       
 Locus of 
Control 
0.06 .184 .502 160.20 <.005 
 Learned 
Helplessness 
-0.69 <.005    




Hierarchical Regression of Task-Specific Self-Efficacy on Academic LOC and Learned 













Note.  N = 321.  A-Locus of Control = Academic locus of control. 
 
Hypothesis 2.  Hypothesis 2 stated that learned helplessness would account for 
unique variance over LOC in FSB.  To test this hypothesis, I performed a two-step 
hierarchical regression.  In the first step, I regressed both facets of FSB separately on 
LOC.  In the second step, I regressed both facets of FSB separately on both LOC and 
learned helplessness.  Learned helplessness did not account for significant unique 
variance in self-monitoring FSB above and beyond LOC (see Table 4) but did account for 
unique variance in active inquiry FSB above and beyond LOC (see Table 5).  These 
results partially supported Hypothesis 2. 
  
Step Predictor(s) β p R2 F p 
1       
 A-Locus of 
Control 
0.56 <.005 .313 148.10 <.005 
2       
 A-Locus of 
Control 
0.26 <.005 .550 194.10 <.005 
 Learned 
Helplessness 
-0.57 <.005    





































Note.  N = 321.  
 
To further test Hypothesis 2, I performed a two-step hierarchical regression using 
academic LOC instead of general LOC.  In the first step, I regressed both facets of FSB 
separately on academic LOC.  In the second step, I regressed both facets of FSB 
separately on both academic LOC and learned helplessness.  Learned helplessness did not 
account for significant unique variance in self-monitoring FSB above and beyond 
Step Predictor(s) β p R2 F p 
1       
 Locus of 
Control 
0.04 .441 .002 0.59 .441 
2       
 Locus of 
Control 
0.01 .815 .007 1.81 .308 
 Learned 
Helplessness 
-0.08 .185    
DR2    .005 1.77 .185 
Step Predictor(s) β p R2 F p 
1       
 Locus of 
Control 
-0.02 .738 .000 0.11 .739 
2       
 Locus of 
Control 
0.04 .539 .020 3.30 <.05 
 Learned 
Helplessness 
0.15 <.05    
DR2    .020 6.49 <.05 
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academic LOC (see Table 6) but did account for unique variance in active inquiry FSB 
above and beyond academic LOC (see Table 7).  These results partially supported 
Hypothesis 2. 
Table 6 
Hierarchical Regression of Self-Monitoring FSB on Academic LOC and Learned 


















Hierarchical Regression of Active Inquiry FSB on Academic LOC and Learned 













Note.  N = 321.  A-Locus of Control = Academic locus of control. 
 
Hypothesis 3.  Hypothesis 3 stated that learned helplessness would have a weaker 
negative relationship with task-specific self-efficacy when LOC is more internal.  To test 
Step Predictor(s) β p R2 F p 
1       
 A-Locus of 
Control 
0.03 .538 .001 0.38 .538 
2       
 A-Locus of 
Control 
-0.01 .831 .007 1.18 .310 
 Learned 
Helplessness 
-0.09 .161    
DR2    .006 1.97 .161 
Step Predictor(s) β p R2 F p 
1       
 A-Locus of 
Control 
-0.07 .185 .006 1.77 .185 
2       
 A-Locus of 
Control 
-0.00 .977 .019 3.11 <.05 
 Learned 
Helplessness 
0.14 <.05    
DR2    .013 4.43 <.05 
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this hypothesis, I performed a two-step hierarchical regression.  In the first step, I 
regressed task-specific self-efficacy on both LOC and learned helplessness.  In the 
second step, I regressed task-specific self-efficacy on LOC, learned helplessness, and the 
interaction between LOC and learned helplessness.  LOC, learned helplessness, and the 
interaction term did not have significant relationships with task-specific self-efficacy (see 
Table 8).  These results failed to support Hypothesis 3. 
Table 8 
Hierarchical Regression of Task-Specific Self-Efficacy on LOC, Learned Helplessness, 
















Note.  N = 321.  Interaction = Interaction between LOC and learned helplessness. 
 
To further test Hypothesis 3, I performed a two-step hierarchical regression using 
academic LOC instead of general LOC.  In the first step, I regressed task-specific self-
efficacy on both academic LOC and learned helplessness.  In the second step, I regressed 
task-specific self-efficacy on academic LOC, learned helplessness, and the interaction 
between academic LOC and learned helplessness.  Academic LOC, learned helplessness, 
and the interaction term did not have significant relationships with task-specific self-
efficacy (see Table 9).  These results failed to support Hypothesis 3. 
Step Predictor(s) β p R2 F p 
1       
 Locus of 
Control 
0.06 .184 .502 160.20 <.005 
 Learned 
Helplessness 
-0.69 <.005    
2       
 Locus of 
Control 
0.21 .364 .503 106.70 <.005 
 Learned 
Helplessness 
-0.46 .168    
 Interaction -0.07 .496    




Hierarchical Regression of Self-Efficacy on Academic LOC, Learned Helplessness, and 
















Note.  N = 321.  A-Locus of Control = Academic locus of control.  Interaction = 
Interaction between academic locus of control and learned helplessness. 
 
Hypothesis 4.  Hypothesis 4 stated that learned helplessness would have a weaker 
negative relationship with FSB when LOC is more internal.  To test this hypothesis, I 
performed a two-step hierarchical regression.  In the first step, I regressed both facets of 
FSB separately on both LOC and learned helplessness.  In the second step, I regressed 
both facets of FSB separately on LOC, learned helplessness, and the interaction between 
LOC and learned helplessness.  LOC learned helplessness, and the interaction term had 
significant relationships with self-monitoring FSB (see Table 10).  Unexpectedly, the 
interaction suggested that when LOC was more external, learned helplessness had a 
stronger positive relationship with self-monitoring FSB (see Figure 1).  LOC, learned 
helplessness, and the interaction term did not have significant relationships with active 
inquiry FSB (see Table 11).  These results failed to support Hypothesis 4. 
Table 10 
Step Predictor(s) β p R2 F p 
1       
 A-Locus of 
Control 
0.26 <.005 .550 194.10 <.005 
 Learned 
Helplessness 
-0.57 <.005    
2       
 A-Locus of 
Control 
0.37 .077 .550 129.20 <.005 
 Learned 
Helplessness 
-0.41 .166    
 Interaction -0.05 .594    
DR2    .000 0.28 .594 
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Hierarchical Regression of Self-Monitoring FSB on LOC, Learned Helplessness, and the 




















Hierarchical Regression of Active Inquiry FSB on LOC, Learned Helplessness, and the 
















Note.  N = 321.  Interaction = Interaction between locus of control and learned 
helplessness. 
 
Step Predictor(s) β p R2 F p 
1       
 Locus of 
Control 
0.01 .815 .007 1.81 .308 
 Learned 
Helplessness 
-0.08 <.05    
2       
 Locus of 
Control 
0.78 <.05 .024 2.64 <.05 
 Learned 
Helplessness 
1.01 <.05    
 Interaction -0.35 <.05    
DR2    .017 5.53 <.05 
Step Predictor(s) β p R2 F p 
1       
 Locus of 
Control 
0.04 .539 .020 3.30 <.05 
 Learned 
Helplessness 
0.15 <.05    
2       
 Locus of 
Control 
-0.20 .537 .022 2.39 .070 
 Learned 
Helplessness 
-0.19 .682    
 Interaction 0.11 .459    




Figure 1.  Graph of relationship between learned helplessness and self-monitoring FSB 
moderated by LOC.  Interaction between learned helplessness and one standard deviation 
below the mean of LOC plotted in dashed black.  Interaction between learned 
helplessness and one standard deviation above the mean of LOC plotted in solid black. 
 
To further test Hypothesis 4, I performed a two-step hierarchical regression using 
academic LOC instead of general LOC.  In the first step, I regressed both facets of FSB 
separately on both academic LOC and learned helplessness.  In the second step, I 
regressed both facets of FSB separately on self-efficacy on academic LOC, learned 
helplessness, and the interaction between academic LOC and learned helplessness.  
Academic LOC, learned helplessness, and the interaction term had significant 
relationships with self-monitoring FSB (see Table 12).  Unexpectedly, the interaction 
suggested that when LOC was more external, learned helplessness had a stronger positive 
relationship with self-monitoring FSB (see Figure 2).  Academic LOC, learned 
helplessness, and the interaction term did not have significant relationships with active 

























Hierarchical Regression of Self-Monitoring FSB on Academic LOC, Learned 

















Note.  N = 321.  A-Locus of Control = Academic locus of control.  Interaction = 
Interaction between academic locus of control and learned helplessness. 
 
Table 13 
Hierarchical Regression of Active Inquiry FSB on Academic LOC, Learned Helplessness, 
















Note.  N = 321.  A-Locus of Control = Academic locus of control.  Interaction = 
Interaction between academic locus of control and learned helplessness. 
 
Step Predictor(s) β p R2 F p 
1       
 A-Locus of 
Control 
-0.01 .831 .007 1.18 .310 
 Learned 
Helplessness 
-0.09 .161    
2       
 A-Locus of 
Control 
1.01 <.005 .042 4.69 <.005 
 Learned 
Helplessness 
1.36 <.005    
 Interaction -0.48 <.005    
DR2    .035 11.64 <.005 
Step Predictor(s) β p R2 F p 
1       
 A-Locus of 
Control 
-0.00 .977 .019 3.11 <.05 
 Learned 
Helplessness 
0.14 <.05    
2       
 A-Locus of 
Control 
-0.25 .417 .021 2.30 .078 
 Learned 
Helplessness 
-0.22 .617    
 Interaction 0.12 .410    




Figure 2.  Graph of relationship between learned helplessness and self-monitoring FSB 
moderated by academic LOC.  Interaction between learned helplessness and one standard 
deviation below the mean of academic LOC plotted in dashed black.  Interaction between 
learned helplessness and one standard deviation above the mean of academic LOC 
plotted in solid black.  ALOC = Academic LOC. 
 
Additional Analyses 
 I performed additional analyses to ensure learned helplessness accounted for 
unique variance above and beyond depression.  Furthermore, I tested whether learned 
helplessness accounted for unique variance in other outcomes above and beyond other 
predictors related to LOC.  I used academic LOC instead of general LOC because 
stronger relationships were detected between academic LOC and the outcome variables.  
This difference was expected because Rotter (1975) suggested that specific measures of 
LOC for specific environments (e.g., an academic measure of LOC for an academic 
environment) would provide better predictability than a general measure of LOC. 
Learned helplessness and depression.  Researchers have debated whether they 
should extend Seligman’s (1967) mode of learned helplessness to depression and develop 
























whether learned helplessness accounted for unique variance after controlling for 
depression and LOC in task-specific self-efficacy, I performed a three-step hierarchical 
regression.  In the first step, I regressed task-specific self-efficacy on academic LOC.  In 
the second step, I regressed task-specific self-efficacy on both academic LOC and 
depression.  In the third step, I regressed task-specific self-efficacy on academic LOC, 
depression, and learned helplessness.  Learned helplessness accounted for unique 
variance in task-specific self-efficacy above and beyond LOC and depression (see Table 
14).  These results were consistent with the expectation that learned helplessness would 
account for unique variance above and beyond depression and academic LOC. 
Table 14 
Hierarchical Regression of Task-Specific Self-Efficacy on Academic LOC, Depression, 


















Note.  N = 321.  DR2 is measured between step 2 and step 3.  A-Locus of Control = 
Academic locus of control. 
 
To assess whether learned helplessness accounted for unique variance above both 
depression and LOC in active inquiry FSB, I performed a three-step hierarchical 
Step Predictor(s) β p R2 F p 
1       
 A-Locus of 
Control 
0.56 <.005 .317 148.10 <.005 
2       
 A-Locus of 
Control 
0.38 <.005 .400 104.50 <.005 
 Depression -0.35 <.005    
3       
 A-Locus of 
Control 
0.22 <.005 .560 132.80 <.005 
 Depression -0.14 <.005    
 Learned 
Helplessness 
-0.51 <.005    
DR2    .160 114.10 <.005 
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regression.  I did not perform this analysis with self-monitoring FSB because learned 
helplessness did not account for significant unique variance in self-monitoring FSB 
above and beyond academic LOC.  In the first step, I regressed active inquiry FSB on 
academic LOC.  Academic LOC did not account for significant variance in active inquiry 
FSB.  In the second step, I regressed active inquiry FSB on both academic LOC and 
depression.  Academic LOC and depression did not account for significant variance in 
active inquiry FSB.  In the third step, I regressed active inquiry FSB on academic LOC, 
depression, and learned helplessness.  Academic LOC, depression, and learned 
helplessness did not account for significant variance in active inquiry FSB (see Table 15).  
These results were not consistent with the expectation that learned helplessness would 





Hierarchical Regression of Active Inquiry FSB on Academic LOC, Depression, and 


















Note.  N = 321.  DR2 is measured between step 2 and step 3.  A-Locus of Control = 
Academic locus of control. 
 
 Learned helplessness in other organizational outcomes.  In addition to task-
specific self-efficacy and FSB, I tested whether learned helplessness accounted for 
unique variance above and beyond academic LOC in in-role performance, organizational 
citizenship behaviors, counterproductive work behaviors, satisfaction with life, 
psychological well-being, final exam performance, and final class grade performance.  
Researchers have suggested that LOC relates to each of these outcomes (e.g., O’Brien & 
Allen, 2008; Wang, Bowling, & Eschleman, 2010).   To test for unique variance above 
academic LOC in each of these constructs, I performed two-step hierarchical regressions.  
In each first step, I regressed each construct on academic LOC.  In each second step, I 
regressed each construct on both academic LOC and learned helplessness.  Results 
suggested that learned helplessness accounted for unique variance above and beyond 
Step Predictor(s) β p R2 F p 
1       
 A-Locus of 
Control 
-0.07 .185 .006 1.80 .185 
2       
 A-Locus of 
Control 
-0.03 .606 .011 1.70 .188 
 Depression 0.08 .224    
3       
 A-Locus of 
Control 
0.00 .949 .020 2.12 .097 
 Depression 0.03 .662    
 Learned 
Helplessness 
0.12 .085    
DR2    .009 2.99 .085 
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academic LOC in in-role performance, satisfaction with life, and psychological well-
being (see Table 16). 
Table 16 
 
Hierarchical Regressions of Alternative Outcomes on Academic LOC and Learned 








Note.  * p < .05, ** p < .01.  OCB = Organizational citizenship behaviors.  CWB = 
Counterproductive work behaviors.  SWL = Satisfaction with life.  SWB = Subjective 
well-being. 
 
Study 1 Discussion 
 The purpose of Study 1 was to test whether learned helplessness accounted for 
unique variance over LOC in task-specific self-efficacy and in FSB in an academic 
environment and whether learned helplessness had a stronger negative relationship with 
task-specific self-efficacy and with FSB when LOC is more external in an academic 
environment.  Learn helplessness accounted for variance above and beyond LOC in task-
specific self-efficacy and in active inquiry FSB but not in self-monitoring FSB.  
Moderation effects were not expected as my power analysis suggested I needed 
approximately 600 participants to observe a significant effect.  However, I obtained data 
from  enough participants to detect that LOC and academic LOC moderated the 
relationship between learned helplessness and self-monitoring FSB.  Unexpectedly, 
learned helplessness had a stronger negative relationship with self-monitoring FSB when 
Outcome Step 1 R2 Step 2 R2 DR2 
In-Role Performance .181** .214** .032** 
OCB .082** .087** .005 
CWB .084** .084** .000 
SWL .186** .229** .043** 
SWB .237** .378** .141** 
Final Exam Grade .002 .003 .001 
Final Class Grade .002 .003 .001 
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LOC was more internal and when academic LOC was more internal.  LOC did not 
moderate the relationships between learned helplessness and either task-specific self-
efficacy or active inquiry FSB.  In additional analyses, I found that learned helplessness 
accounted for variance above and beyond depression in task-specific self-efficacy.  
Furthermore, learned helplessness accounted for variance above and beyond LOC in in-
role performance, subjective well-being, and psychological well-being but not 
organizational citizenship behaviors or counterproductive work behaviors. 
Study 2 Method 
Participants 
Data were collected online from participants recruited from the Mechanical Turk 
(MTURK) service provided by Amazon.com, Inc.  Participants received a payment of 
$0.50 for participating in this study.  To detect significant results for a small to moderate 
interaction effect, I conducted a power analysis.  This analysis suggested that I needed 
approximately 600 participants to obtain 95% power to observe a significant effect. 
Measures  
 Learned helplessness.  Learned helplessness was measured using the 20-item 
Learned Helplessness Scale (Quinless & Nelson, 1988).  The internal consistency 
reliability for this scale was .85 (Quinless & Nelson, 1988).  Responses ranged from (1) 
“strongly agree” to (4) “strongly disagree.”  Responses were averaged.  Higher scores on 
the scale indicated higher levels of the participant’s degree of learned helplessness.  A 
sample item from the scale was “I feel that my ability to solve problems is the cause of 
my success.”  See Appendix B for a complete list of items. 
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 Locus of control (LOC).  I used multiple measures to assess LOC.  I used one 
measure to assess an individual’s general LOC.  I used another measure to assess an 
individual’s work LOC. 
 General LOC.  General LOC was measured using the 29-item Internal-External 
Scale (Rotter, 1966).  The internal consistency reliability for this scale was .69 (Rotter, 
1966).  Each item consisted of a pair of alternatives lettered (a) or (b).  Each pair of items 
included one item that represented an internal choice (internal LOC) and one that 
represented an external choice (external LOC).  Participants chose the statements that 
they more strongly believed were correct.  The number of external choices was summed.  
Higher scores on the scale indicated higher levels of internal locus of control.  A sample 
item from the scale was “(a) Children get into trouble because their parents punish them 
too much. (b) The trouble with most children nowadays is that their parents are too easy 
with them.”  See Appendix C for a complete list of items. 
 Work LOC.  Work LOC was measured using the 16 item Work Locus of Control 
Scale (Spector, 1988).  The internal consistency reliability for this scale was .75 (Spector, 
1988).  Responses ranged from (1) “disagree very much” to (6) “agree very much.”  A 
higher response to each item represented a higher external locus of control.  Items 
representing internal LOC were reverse scored.  Then, responses were averaged.  On the 
original scale, higher scores on the scale indicated higher levels of external locus of 
control.  To maintain scoring of the same direction with the general LOC measure and the 
academic LOC measure from Study 1, I reverse coded every final work LOC score.  High 
scores on the scale indicated higher levels of internal LOC.  A sample item from the scale 
was “A job is what you make of it.”  See Appendix U for a complete list of items.  
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 Self-efficacy.  I used multiple measures to assess self-efficacy.  I used one 
measure to assess an individual’s general self-efficacy.  I used one measure to assess an 
individual’s task-specific self-efficacy.   
 General self-efficacy.  General self-efficacy was measured using the 8-item New 
General Self-Efficacy Scale (Chen et al., 2001).  The internal consistency reliability for 
this scale was .86 (Chen et al., 2001).  Responses ranged from (1) “strongly disagree” to 
(5) “strongly agree.”  Responses were averaged.  Higher scores on the scale indicated 
higher levels of general self-efficacy.  A sample item from the scale was “I will be able to 
achieve most of the goals that I have set for myself.”  See Appendix E for a complete list 
of items.  
 Task-specific self-efficacy.  Task-specific self-efficacy was measured using the 
10-item Personal Efficacy Beliefs Scale (Riggs et al., 1994).  The internal consistency 
reliability for this scale was .86 (Riggs et al., 1994).  Responses ranged from (1) 
“strongly disagree” to (5) “strongly agree.”  Responses were averaged.  Higher scores on 
the scale indicated higher levels of personal self-efficacy.  A sample item from the scale 
was “I have confidence in my ability to do my job.”  See Appendix V for a complete list 
of items. 
 Feedback-Seeking Behavior (FSB).  I developed a measure to assess feedback-
seeking behavior because I believed current measures of organizational FSB do not 
address enough targets that individuals seek feedback from.  I developed one subscale to 
assess an individual’s level of self-monitoring behavior.  I developed one subscale to 
assess an individual’s level of active inquiry behavior.  The item format I used was taken 
from Callister et al.’s (1999) measures of FSB. 
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 Self-monitoring.  I developed a 50-question subscale of self-monitoring 
behaviors.  Self-monitoring was measured using the self-monitoring items of the 7-item 
Peer Feedback Seeking Scale and self-monitoring items of the 4-item Supervisor 
Feedback Seeking Scale developed by Callister et al. (1999).  The internal consistency 
reliability was .82 for the self-monitoring items of the Peer Feedback Seeking Scale and 
was .72 for the self-monitoring items of the Supervisor Feedback Seeking Scale (Herold 
et al., 1996).  Responses ranged from (1) “never” to (5) “very frequently” for both scales.  
Responses were averaged.  Higher scores on both scales indicated higher levels of self-
monitoring.  The scale I developed included ten different sources individuals might seek 
feedback from.  The scale included items for five different methods of feedback for each 
source.  A sample item was “From watching other employees(s)’ reactions, I can tell how 
well I am doing.”  See Appendix W for a complete list of items. 
Active inquiry.  I developed a 49-item subscale of active inquiry behaviors.  
Active inquiry was measured using the active feedback seeking items of the 7-item Peer 
Feedback Seeking Scale and active feedback seeking items of the 4-item Supervisor 
Feedback Seeking Scale developed by Callister et al. (1999).  The internal consistency 
reliability was .88 for the active feedback seeking items of the Peer Feedback Seeking 
Scale and was .88 for the active feedback seeking items of the Supervisor Feedback 
Seeking Scale (Herold et al., 1996).  Responses ranged from (1) “never” to (5) “very 
frequently” for both scales.  Responses were averaged.  Higher scores on both scales 
indicated higher levels of active inquiry.  The scale I developed included seven different 
sources individuals might seek feedback from.  The scale included items for seven 
different methods of feedback for each source.  A sample active feedback seeking item 
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was “I ask other employee(s) if they think I will earn a bonus or raise.”  See Appendix X 
for a complete list of items. 
Demographics.  Demographics were measured with questions asking participants 
for information about their age, gender, country of residence, primary spoken language, 
citizenship, ethnicity, completed education level, total number of years working, number 
of years working in current employment, typical number of hours worked each week, and 
job title.  See Appendix Y for a complete list of items. 
Measures to Test Related Outcomes 
 In-Role Behavior Performance.  In-role performance was measured using the 
first seven items of Williams and Anderson’s performance scale (1991).  The internal 
consistency reliability for this scale was .91 (Williams & Anderson, 1991).  Responses 
ranged from (1) “strongly disagree” to (7) “strongly agree.”  Responses were averaged.  
Higher scores on the scale indicated higher levels of in-role behavior performance.  A 
sample item from the scale was “I adequately complete assigned duties.”  See Appendix 
Z for a complete list of items. 
 Organizational Citizenship Behaviors.  Organizational citizenship behaviors 
were measured using Lee and Allen’s (2002) 16-item scale, which included an individual 
subscale (OCB-I, 8 items) and an organizational subscale (OCB-O, 8 items).  The internal 
consistency reliability for the individual subscale was .83 (Lee & Allen, 2003).  The 
internal consistency reliability for the organizational subscale was .88 (Lee & Allen, 
2003).  Participants were asked to rate how often they engaged in a list of behaviors.  
Responses ranged from (1) “never” to (7) “always.”  Responses were averaged.  Higher 
scores on the scale indicated more organizational citizenship behaviors.  A sample item 
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from the individual subscale is “Assist others with their duties.”  A sample item from the 
organizational subscale is “Keep up with developments in the organization.”  See 
Appendix AA for a complete list of items. 
 Counterproductive Work Behaviors.  Counterproductive work behaviors were 
measured using Bennet and Robinson’s (2002) 19-item scale, which included an 
individual subscale (CWB-I, 7 items) and an organizational subscale (CWB-O, 12 items).  
The internal consistency reliability for the individual subscale was .84 (Lee & Allen, 
2003).  The internal consistency reliability for the organizational subscale was .85 (Lee & 
Allen, 2003).  Participants were asked to rate how often they engaged in a list of 
behaviors.  Responses ranged from (1) “never” to (7) “daily.”  Responses were averaged.  
Higher scores on the scale indicated more counterproductive work behaviors.  A sample 
item from the individual subscale is “Made fun of someone at work.”  A sample item 
from the organizational subscale is “Taken property from work without permission.”  See 
Appendix BB for a complete list of items. 
Psychological Well-Being.  I used multiple measures to assess well-being.  I used 
one measure to assess an individual’s satisfaction with life.  I used one measure to assess 
psychological well-being.   
 Satisfaction with life.  Satisfaction with life was measured using the 5-item 
Satisfaction With Life Scale (Diener, Emmons, & Larsen, 1985).  The internal 
consistency reliability for this scale was .87 (Diener, Emmons, & Larsen, 1985).  
Responses ranged from (1) “strongly disagree” to (7) “strongly agree.”  Responses were 
averaged.  Higher scores on the scale indicated higher levels of satisfaction with life.  A 
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sample item from the scale was “In most ways my life is close to ideal.”  See Appendix 
M for a complete list of items. 
 Psychological well-being.  Psychological well-being was measured using the 10-
item Brief Inventory of Thriving (Su, Tay, & Diener, 2014).  The internal consistency 
reliability for this scale was .83 (Su, Tay, & Diener, 2014).  Responses ranged from (1) 
“strongly disagree” to (5) “strongly agree.”  Responses were averaged.  Higher scores on 
the scale indicated higher levels of psychological well-being.  A sample item from the 
scale was “There are people who appreciate me as a person.”  See Appendix N for a 
complete list of items. 
 Job Satisfaction.  Job satisfaction was measured using the 3-item Michigan 
Organizational Assessment Questionnaire Job Satisfaction Subscale (Cammann et al., 
1983).  The internal consistency reliability for this scale was .84 (Bowling & Hammond, 
2008).  Responses ranged from (1) “strongly disagree” to (7) “strongly agree.”  
Responses were averaged.  Higher scores on the scale indicated higher levels of job 
satisfaction.  A sample item from the scale was “All in all, I am satisfied with my job.”  
See Appendix CC for a complete list of items. 
Measures to Test Alternative Explanations 
 Causal Attributions.  Causal attributions were measured using an edited version 
of the 12-item Academic Attributional Style Questionnaire (Peterson & Barrett, 1987).  I 
changed the hypothetical academic situations of the Academic Attributional Style 
Questionnaire to hypothetical work situations.  The internal consistency reliability of the 
original scale was .84 (Peterson & Barrett, 1987).  Participants were given 12 different 
bad hypothetical academic events.  Responses to each event include a fill-in-the-blank 
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prompt followed by three multiple choice questions that address three dimensions: 
internality, stability, and globality.  A sample event from the measure was “You cannot 
do all of the work that your supervisor assigns.”  The multiple-choice item wording was: 
“Write down the one major cause”, “Is the cause of this situation due to you or to 
something about other people or circumstances?” (internality), “In the future, will this 
cause again be present?” (stability), and “Does the cause just influence this situation or 
does it influence other areas of your life?” (globality).  Responses ranged from (1) 
“totally due to other people or circumstances” to (7) “totally due to me,” (internality); (1) 
“will never again be present” to (7) “will always be present,” (stability); and (1) 
“influences just this particular situation” to (7) “influences all situations in my life” 
(globality).  Responses were averaged.  Dimension scores were calculated by taking the 
average of items representing each dimension.  Higher scores indicated higher levels of 
internality, stability, and globality.  See Appendix DD for a complete list of items.  
Cognitive Ability.  Cognitive ability was measured using the 60-item Shipley 
Institute of Living Scale (Shipley, 1940).  Bowers and Pantle (1998) found that the 
Shipley Institute of Living Scale provided similar IQ estimates to other measures of 
cognitive ability (e.g., the Kaufman Brief Intelligence Test [Kaufman, 1990]) with 
correlations ranging from .77 to .83.  The vocabulary section included 40 multiple choice 
items that ask participants to select one of four possible responses most similar in 
meaning to a target word.  The abstraction section included 20 fill-in-the-blank items that 
require participants to complete a pattern with the correct response.  The number of 
correct answers from each section was summed, with the sum of correct questions from 
the abstraction section multiplied by two.  Higher scores on the scale indicated higher 
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levels of cognitive ability.  A sample vocabulary item from the scale was “TALK” with 
choices “draw, speak, eat, sleep.”  A sample abstraction item was “1, 2, 3, 4, 5, __”.  See 
Appendix P for a complete list of items. 
Personality and Depression.  Personality and depression were measured using 
the 50-item Revised NEO-Personality Inventory measure of the Big Five personality 
factors (Costa & McCrae, 1992).  The depression facet included items that are included in 
the Big Five personality facets being measured and three items from the 100 – item 
Revised NEO-Personality Inventory of the Big Five personality factors (Costa & 
McCrae, 1992).  The internal consistency reliabilities for each facet of this measure were 
0.86 (Neuroticism), 0.86 (Extraversion), 0.82 (Openness), 0.77 (Agreeableness), 0.81 
(Conscientiousness), and .88 (Depression) (Costa & McCrae, 1992).  Responses range 
from (1) “very inaccurate” to (5) “very accurate.”  Responses were averaged.  Facet 
scores were calculated by taking the average of items representing each facet.  Higher 
scores indicated higher levels of the corresponding facet of the Big Five.  Sample items 
from each scale were “often feel blue” (Neuroticism), “feel comfortable around people” 
(Extraversion), “have a vivid imagination” (Openness), “respect others” (Agreeableness), 
“am always prepared” (Conscientiousness), and “have a low opinion of myself” 
(Depression).  See Appendix Q for a complete list of items.  
Procedure 
 The surveys were administered online using Amazon’s Mechanical Turk 
software.  Participants completed the surveys in one session at a time and location of their 
own choosing.  In order to avoid missing data, participants were forced to answer each 
question to continue participating.  First, participants completed a demographics 
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screening survey.  Individuals who were under the age of 18, did not speak English as 
their primary language, were not United Citizens and had not resided in the United States 
for at least ten years, defined their occupation as either retired, family manager/stay at 
home parent, unemployed, or other, or had not been employed in their current position 
for at least six months were unable to complete the rest of the survey.  Participants who 
passed the screening survey completed an informed consent process (see Appendix EE).  
Those individuals agreeing to participate completed the Internal-External Scale, the Work 
Locus of Control Scale, the Learned Helplessness Scale, the New General Self-Efficacy 
Scale, the Personal Efficacy Beliefs Scale, self-monitoring behavior items, active inquiry 
behavior items, in-role behavior performance items, organizational citizenship behavior 
items, counterproductive work behavior items, the Satisfaction With Life Scale, the Brief 
Inventory of Thriving, the Michigan Organizational Assessment Questionnaire Job 
Satisfaction Subscale, attribution items, cognitive ability items, and personality and 
depression items.  Participants completed the surveys in the above order to measure 
predictor variables before outcome variables.  Participants completed the Internal-
External Scale before the Work Locus of Control Scale to avoid possible influences of 
the work LOC responses on the general LOC responses.  After participants completed the 
surveys, they were debriefed (see Appendix FF). 
Study 2 Results 
Data Cleaning 
Data was collected from 3,245 participants recruited from Amazon’s MTURK 
service.  I removed 1,376 participants for not passing the questions screening for 
employees who speak English fluently.  I removed 502 participants for completing less 
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than 34% of the survey.  I set the cutoff at 34% because the first 34% of the survey 
included the variables of most interest: general LOC, work LOC, learned helplessness, 
task-specific self-efficacy, and FSB.  I removed 573 participants for insufficient effort 
responding.  I characterized insufficient effort responding by individual response times to 
at least 50% of the surveys of less than 2 seconds per item, non-response or irrelevant 
response to attributional open-response items, and non-response or irrelevant response to 
cognitive ability items.  No outliers were detected above or below 5 standard deviations 
of the mean for each survey.  Data from 794 participants (24% of total dataset) remained 
for analyses after data cleaning.  I reverse-coded appropriate items from each scale as 
needed.  I calculated scale scores by averaging the score for each measure. 
Demographics 
Participants (N = 794) were recruited from Amazon’s MTURK and received 
$0.50 for participating in this study.  The average age was 36.99 years (SD = 11.06).  The 
majority of participants were female (61.82%), resided in the United States (95.09%), 
spoke English as a primary language (99.25%), were United States citizens (96.47%), and 
were Caucasian (71.66%).  The majority of participants were educated, with 19.77% 
having completed some college, 11.21% completing a two-year college program, 39.17% 
completing a four-year college program, and 18.89% completing a master’s program.  
The majority of participants were in a committed relationship (78.84%) and had children 
(58.06%).  The majority of participants worked in management, professional, and related 
fields (44.08%), services (18.64%), sales and office fields (17.88%), and education 
(12.72%).  Participants worked for 16.13 years (SD = 11.05) on average, were employed 
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in their current employment for 6.47 years (SD = 6.02) on average, and typically worked 
38.83 hours (SD = 10.40) on average per week.  
Scale Construction 
I examined the means, SDs, dimensionality, and internal consistency of each 
measure.  I used Cronbach’s alpha to measure internal consistency.  I provided scree plots 
for new measures or measures with issues relating to psychometric properties.  I provided 
all tables and figures related to psychometric properties in Appendix GG. 
Learned helplessness.  Results suggested that my sample demonstrated middle 
levels of learned helplessness (M = 2.08, SD = 0.40).  Individuals who scored closer to 
four demonstrated higher learned helplessness.  I examined the scree plot for the 20 items 
of the measure, which provided evidence of one factor.  However, Quinless and Nelson 
(1988) found evidence of five factors through a Varimax-rotated factor analysis.  I 
completed an exploratory factor analysis with one factor, three factors, and five factors.  
Results from the exploratory factor analyses indicated that items loaded onto one factor.  
Item 4 did not load on any factor above .3.  I used the original scale for analyses because 
the scale has been well-researched and frequently used (Bargai, Ben-Shakhar, & Shalev, 
2007).  Results demonstrated good alpha internal reliability (a = .88). 
 General locus of control.  Results suggested that my sample demonstrated non-
extreme levels of general LOC (M = 1.53, SD = 0.19).  Individuals who scored closer to 
one demonstrated a higher external general LOC, and individuals who scored closer to 
two demonstrated a higher internal LOC.  I examined the scree plot for the 29 items of 
the measure, which provided evidence of one factor.  I completed an exploratory factor 
analysis with both one and two factors.  Results from the exploratory factor analyses 
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indicated that a one-factor solution was more interpretable than a two-factor solution 
even though many items did not load well on that one factor.  Items 3, 7, 9 12, 17, 20, 21 
22, 26, and 29 did not load on any factor above .3.  I used the original scale for analyses 
because the scale has been well-researched and frequently used (Rotter, 1975).  Results 
demonstrated acceptable alpha internal reliability (a = .76).  
 Work locus of control.  Results suggested that my sample demonstrated lower 
levels of external work LOC (M = 4.15, SD = 0.74).  Individuals who scored closer to one 
demonstrated a higher external work LOC and individuals who scored closer to six 
demonstrated a higher internal work LOC.  I examined the scree plot for the 16 items of 
the measure, which provided evidence of one factor.  I completed an exploratory factor 
analysis with one factor.  Results from the exploratory factor analyses indicated that 
items loaded onto one factor.  Items 4 and 15 did not load on any factor above .3.  I used 
the original scale for analyses because the scale has been well-researched and frequently 
used (Shaw, 2017).  Results demonstrated good alpha internal reliability (a = .88).   
 General self-efficacy.  Results suggested that my sample demonstrated high 
levels of general self-efficacy (M = 3.97, SD = 0.65).  Individuals who scored closer to 
five demonstrated higher general self-efficacy.  I completed an exploratory factor 
analysis with one factor.  Results from the exploratory factor analyses indicated that 
items loaded onto one factor.  Results demonstrated good alpha internal reliability (a = 
.92). 
 Task-specific self-efficacy.  Results suggested that my sample demonstrated high 
levels of task-specific self-efficacy (M = 3.71, SD = 0.64).  Individuals who scored closer 
to five demonstrated higher task-specific self-efficacy.  I completed an exploratory factor 
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analysis with one factor.  Results from the exploratory factor analyses indicated that 
items loaded onto one factor.  Results demonstrated good alpha internal reliability (a = 
.84). 
 Self-monitoring FSB.  Results suggested that my sample demonstrated middle 
levels of self-monitoring behaviors (M = 3.31, SD = 0.67).  Individuals who scored closer 
to five demonstrated higher FSB.  I examined the scree plot for the 50 items of the 
measure, which provided evidence of 1 factor.  I completed an exploratory factor analysis 
with one factor.  Results from the exploratory factor analyses indicated that items loaded 
onto one factor.  Results demonstrated good alpha internal reliability (a = .97).   
 Active inquiry FSB.  Results suggested that my sample demonstrated middle 
levels of active inquiry behaviors (M = 1.93, SD = 0.85).  Individuals who scored closer 
to five demonstrated higher FSB.  I examined the scree plot for the 49 items of the 
measure, which provided evidence of one factor.  I completed an exploratory factor 
analysis with one factor.  Results from the exploratory factor analyses indicated that 
items loaded onto one factor.  Results demonstrated good alpha internal reliability (a = 
.99).   
 In-role behaviors.  Results suggested that my sample demonstrated high levels of 
in-role behaviors (M = 5.68, SD = 0.88).  Individuals who scored closer to seven 
demonstrated higher in-role performance.  I completed an exploratory factor analysis 
with one factor.  Results from the exploratory factor analyses indicated that items loaded 
onto one factor.  Results demonstrated good alpha internal reliability (a = .87). 
Organizational citizenship behaviors.  Results suggested that my sample 
demonstrated high organizational citizenship behaviors (M = 4.84, SD = 1.14).   
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Participants demonstrated higher individual organizational citizenship behaviors (M = 
4.93, SD = 1.13) than organizational organizational citizenship behaviors (M = 4.76, SD 
= 1.37).  Individuals who scored closer to seven demonstrated more organizational 
citizenship behaviors.  I completed an exploratory factor analysis of the entire measure 
with two factors and an oblique rotation.  Results from the exploratory factor analyses 
indicated that items loaded onto two factors.  Items from the individual facet loaded onto 
one factor whereas items from the organizational facet loaded onto the other factor.  
Additionally, I completed an exploratory factor analysis of each facet of the measure, 
each with one factor.  Results from the exploratory analyses indicated that the items for 
each facet loaded onto one factor.  Results demonstrated good alpha internal reliability 
for organizational citizenship behaviors (a = .94), the individual facet of organizational 
citizenship behaviors (a = .92) and the organizational facet of organizational citizenship 
behaviors (a = .93).   
Counterproductive work behaviors.  Results suggested that my sample 
demonstrated low counterproductive work behaviors (M = 1.87, SD = 1.15).   Participants 
demonstrated lower individual counterproductive work behaviors (M = 1.83, SD = 1.24) 
than organizational counterproductive work behaviors (M = 1.90, SD = 1.15).  
Individuals who scored closer to seven demonstrated more counterproductive work 
behaviors.  I completed an exploratory factor analysis of the entire measure with two 
factors and an oblique rotation.  Results from the exploratory factor analyses indicated 
that items loaded onto two factors.  Items from the individual facet loaded onto one factor 
whereas items from the organizational facet loaded onto the other factor.  Items 14 and 19 
cross-loaded on two factors and differed by less than .3.  Additionally, I completed an 
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exploratory factor analysis of each facet of the measure, each with one factor.  Results 
from the exploratory analyses indicated that the items for each facet loaded onto one 
factor.  Results demonstrated good alpha internal reliability for counterproductive work 
behaviors (a = .97), the individual facet of counterproductive work behaviors (a = .95), 
and the organizational facet of counterproductive work behaviors (a = .95). 
Satisfaction with life.  Results suggested that my sample demonstrated middle 
satisfaction with life (M = 4.60, SD = 1.50).  Individuals who scored closer to seven 
demonstrated higher satisfaction with life.  I completed an exploratory factor analysis 
with one factor.  Results from the exploratory factor analyses indicated that items loaded 
onto one factor.  Results demonstrated good alpha internal reliability (a = .93).   
Brief inventory of thriving.  Results suggested that my sample demonstrated 
middle levels of psychological well-being (M = 3.82, SD = 0.76).  Individuals who scored 
closer to seven demonstrated higher psychological well-being.  I completed an 
exploratory factor analysis with one factor.  Results from the exploratory factor analyses 
indicated that items loaded onto one factor.  Results demonstrated good alpha internal 
reliability (a = .93).   
Job satisfaction.  Results suggested that my sample demonstrated middle levels 
of job satisfaction (M = 4.94, SD = 1.35).  Individuals who scored closer to seven 
demonstrated higher job satisfaction.  I completed an exploratory factor analysis with one 
factor.  Results from the exploratory factor analyses indicated that items loaded onto one 
factor.  Results demonstrated good alpha internal reliability (a = .82).   
Internal versus external attributional style.  Results suggested that my sample 
demonstrated high levels of internal attributions (M = 5.65, SD = 0.99).  Individuals who 
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scored closer to seven demonstrated higher internal attributions.    I completed an 
exploratory factor analysis with one factor.  Results from the exploratory factor analyses 
indicated that items loaded onto one factor.  Items 2 and 38 did not load on any factor 
above .3.  Results demonstrated acceptable alpha internal reliability (a = .76). 
 Stable versus unstable attributional style.  Results suggested that my sample 
demonstrated middle levels of stable attributions (M = 4.05, SD = 1.11).  Individuals who 
scored closer to seven demonstrated higher stable attributions.  I completed an 
exploratory factor analysis with one factor.  Results from the exploratory factor analyses 
indicated that items loaded onto one factor.  Results demonstrated good alpha internal 
reliability (a = .87).   
 Global versus specific attributional style.  Results suggested that my sample 
demonstrated middle levels of global attributions (M = 3.92, SD = 1.22).  Individuals who 
scored closer to seven demonstrated higher global attributions.  I completed an 
exploratory factor analysis with one factor.  Results from the exploratory factor analyses 
indicated that items loaded onto one factor.  Results demonstrated good alpha internal 
reliability (a = .86).   
 Cognitive ability.  Results suggested that my sample demonstrated high levels of 
cognitive ability (M = .78, SD = 0.11).  Participants demonstrated higher crystallized 
intelligence (M = .819, SD = .12) than fluid intelligence (M = .70, SD = .16).  Individuals 
who scored closer to one demonstrated higher cognitive ability.  Results demonstrated 
good alpha internal reliability for cognitive ability (a = .91), the crystallized intelligence 




Personality.  Results suggested that my sample demonstrated middle levels of 
neuroticism (M = 2.63, SD = 0.87), extraversion (M = 3.01, SD = 0.80), openness (M = 
3.66, SD = 0.64), agreeableness (M = 3.75, SD = 0.59), conscientiousness (M = 3.73, SD 
= 0.71), and depression (M = 2.49, SD = 0.92).  Individuals who scored closer to five 
demonstrated higher levels of each trait.  I completed an exploratory factor analysis with 
one factor for each facet.  Results from the exploratory factor analyses indicated that 
items loaded onto one factor for each facet.  Item 10 of the openness facet did not load on 
any factor above .3.  Results demonstrated good alpha internal reliability for neuroticism 
(a = .90), extraversion (a = .90), openness (a = .81), agreeableness (a = .84), 
conscientiousness (a = .90), and depression (a = .93).  
Descriptive Statistics 
 To be comprehensive, I measured relationships between variables (Tables 17).  
Though results suggested that most relationships between variables were as expected, the 





Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations Between Study 2 Variables 
Note .  * p < .05, ** p < .01.  Measures’ Cronbach’s Alpha internal reliability included at the end of each row. OCB = Organizational 
citizenship behaviors.  CWB = Counterproductive work behaviors. BIT = Brief inventory of thriving (i.e., psychological well-being).  
  
 M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
1. LOC 1.53 0.19 .76          
2. Work LOC 4.15 0.74 .60** .88         
3. Learned Helplessness 2.08 4.00 -.45** -.62** .88        
4. Personal Self-efficacy 3.97 0.65 .43** .49** -.73** .92       
5. General Self-efficacy 3.31 0.67 .30** .47** -.71** .57** .84      
6. Self-monitor FSB 1.93 0.85 .14** .14** -.12** .30** .09* .97     
7. Active Inquiry FSB 5.68 0.88 -.01 -.24** .27** .03 -.35** .31** .99    
8. Internal Attribution 5.65 0.99 .16** .24** -.08 .09* .05 .11* -.02 .76   
9. Stable Attribution 4.05 1.11 -.20** -.25** .25** -.24** -.25** -.05 .12** -.13** .87  
10. Global Attribution 3.92 1.22 -.12** -.22** .22** -.12* -.19** .06 .23** .07 .50** .86 
11. In-role Performance 5.68 0.88 .11 .34** -.47** .30** .55** .06 -.46** .07 -.13 -.17 
12. OCB 4.84 1.14 .14* .26** -.29** .37** .27** .34** .16** .15* -.12 .08 
13. OCB-Individual 4.93 1.13 .05 .20** -.22** .28** .22** .29** .12 .13 -.08 .06 
14. OCB-Organizational 4.76 1.37 .19** .27** -.29** .38** .26** .32** .17** .14 -.13 .08 
15. CWB 1.87 1.15 -.09 -.31** .35** -.12 -.44** .10 .61** -.02 .24** .22** 
16. CWB-Individual 1.83 1.24 -.03 -.26** .31** -.07 -.38** .12 .62** -.03 .19** .18** 
17. CWB-Organizational 1.90 1.15 -.12 -.33** .35** -.14* -.45** .09 .57** -.01 .26** .23** 
18. Satisfaction with Life 4.60 1.50 .39** .33** -.43** .54** .30** .21** .14* .09 -.21** -.09 
19. BIT 3.82 0.76 .38** .41** -.57** .70** .44** .26** .04 .12 -.25** -.12 
20. Job Satisfaction 4.94 1.35 .28** .45** -.40** .45** .38** .20** -.06 .20** -.25** -.15* 
21. Cognitive Ability 0.78 0.11 -.02 .03 -.12 -.03 .12 -.16* -.26** -.05 .09 -.07 
22. Neuroticism 2.63 0.87 -.45** -.42** .57** -.53** -.45** -.08 .07 .01 .30** .27** 
23. Extraversion 3.01 0.80 .33** .22** -.34** .36** .31** .15* .07 .05 -.24** -.13 
24. Openness 3.66 0.64 -.02 -.01 -.20** .13 .24** .10 -.13 .02 -.01 -.03 
25. Agreeableness 3.75 0.59 .26** .36** -.45** .42** .38** .17* -.11 .12 -.24** -.10 
26. Conscientiousness 3.73 0.71 .34** .37** -.55** .54** .55** .20** -.18** .08 -.27** -.17* 
27. Depression 2.49 0.92 -.45** -.45** .61** -.56** -.49** -.08 .12 .00 .30** .26** 
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Note .  * p < .05, ** p < .01.  Measures’ Cronbach’s Alpha internal reliability included at the end of each row. OCB = Organizational 
citizenship behaviors.  CWB = Counterproductive work behaviors. BIT = Brief inventory of thriving (i.e., psychological well-being).  
 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 
1. LOC            
2. Work LOC            
3. Learned Helplessness            
4. Personal Self-efficacy            
5. General Self-efficacy            
6. Self-monitor FSB            
7. Active Inquiry FSB            
8. Internal Attribution            
9. Stable Attribution            
10. Global Attribution            
11. In-role Performance .87           
12. OCB .24** .94          
13. OCB-Individual .25** .89** .92         
14. OCB-Organizational .20** .93** .65** .93        
15. CWB -.51** -.04 -.04 -.04 .97       
16. CWB-Individual -.49** -.01 -.01 .00 .95** .95      
17. CWB-Organizational -.50** -.06 -.05 -.06 .98** .87** .95     
18. Satisfaction with Life .10* .32** .23** .35** .02 .07 -.01 .93    
19. BIT .26** .42** .30** .45** -.10* -.05 -.12** .75** .93   
20. Job Satisfaction .28** .36** .21** .42** -.21** -.13** -.25** .46** .60** .82  
21. Cognitive Ability .23** -.06 -.03 -.08 -.25** -.25** -.23** -.10* -.11* -.02 .91 
22. Neuroticism -.20** -.19** -.12* -.22** .21** .13** .25** -.61** -.65** -.42** .02 
23. Extraversion .08 .27** .19** .30** -.08 -.03 -.11* .38** .43** .26** -.09* 
24. Openness .20** .11* .10* .10* -.19** -.24** -.15** -.06 .02 .00 .26** 
25. Agreeableness .33** .33** .29** .31** -.44** -.43** -.42** .32** .43** .35** .11* 
26. Conscientiousness .47** .29** .23** .29** -.37** -.27** -.40** .43** .52** .44** .02 
27. Depression -.25** -.19** -.12* -.22** .26** .17** .29** -.64** -.7** -.46** .01 
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Note .  * p < .05, ** p < .01.  Measures’ Cronbach’s Alpha internal reliability included at the end of each row. OCB = Organizational 
citizenship behaviors.  CWB = Counterproductive work behaviors. BIT = Brief inventory of thriving (i.e., psychological well-being).  
 22 23 24 25 26 27 
1. LOC       
2. Work LOC       
3. Learned Helplessness       
4. Personal Self-efficacy       
5. General Self-efficacy       
6. Self-monitor FSB       
7. Active Inquiry FSB       
8. Internal Attribution       
9. Stable Attribution       
10. Global Attribution       
11. In-role Performance       
12. OCB       
13. OCB-Individual       
14. OCB-Organizational       
15. CWB       
16. CWB-Individual       
17. CWB-Organizational       
18. Satisfaction with Life       
19. BIT       
20. Job Satisfaction       
21. Cognitive Ability       
22. Neuroticism .90      
23. Extraversion -.51** .90     
24. Openness -.03 .15** .81    
25. Agreeableness -.42** .24** .22** .84   
26. Conscientiousness -.53** .29** .17** .50** .90  




 Hypothesis 1.  Hypothesis 1 stated that learned helplessness would account for 
unique variance over LOC in task-specific self-efficacy.  To test this hypothesis, I 
performed a two-step hierarchical regression.  In the first step, I regressed task-specific 
self-efficacy on general LOC.    In the second step, I regressed task-specific self-efficacy 
on both general LOC and learned helplessness.  Learned helplessness accounted for 
unique variance in task-specific self-efficacy above and beyond LOC (see Table 18).  
These results supported Hypothesis 1. 
Table 18 
Hierarchical Regression of Task-Specific Self-Efficacy on LOC and Learned 













Note.  N = 794.   
 
 To further test Hypothesis 1, I performed a two-step hierarchical regression using 
work LOC instead of general LOC.  In the first step, I regressed task-specific self-
efficacy on work LOC.  In the second step, I regressed task-specific self-efficacy on both 
work LOC and learned helplessness.  Learned helplessness accounted for unique variance 
in task-specific self-efficacy above and beyond LOC (see Table 19).  These results 
supported Hypothesis 1. 
Step Predictor(s) β p R2 F p 
1       
 Locus of 
Control 
0.30 <.005 .091 78.82 <.005 
2       
 Locus of 
Control 
-0.03 .368 .503 400.60 <.005 
 Learned 
Helplessness 
-0.72 <.005    




Hierarchical Regression of Task-Specific Self-Efficacy on Work LOC and Learned 













Note.  N = 794.  W-Locus of Control = Work locus of control. 
 
Hypothesis 2.  Hypothesis 2 stated that learned helplessness would account for 
unique variance over LOC in FSB.  To test this hypothesis, I performed a two-step 
hierarchical regression.  In the first step, I regressed both facets of FSB separately on 
LOC.  In the second step, I regressed both facets of FSB separately on both LOC and 
learned helplessness.  Learned helplessness did not account for significant unique 
variance in self-monitoring FSB above and beyond LOC (see Table 20) but did account 
for unique variance in active inquiry FSB above and beyond LOC (see Table 21).  These 
results partially supported Hypothesis 2. 
  
Step Predictor(s) β p R2 F p 
1       
 W-Locus of 
Control 
0.47 <.005 .223 227.80 <.005 
2       
 W-Locus of 
Control 
0.06 .066 .505 403.20 <.005 
 Learned 
Helplessness 
-0.67 <.005    

















Note.  N = 794.   
 
Table 21 













Note.  N = 794.   
 
To further test Hypothesis 2, I performed a two-step hierarchical regression using 
work LOC instead of general LOC.  In the first step, I regressed both facets of FSB 
separately on work LOC.  In the second step, I regressed both facets of FSB separately on 
both work LOC and learned helplessness.  Learned helplessness did not account for 
Step Predictor(s) β p R2 F p 
1       
 Locus of 
Control 
0.14 <.005 .019 15.61 <.005 
2       
 Locus of 
Control 
0.11 <.05 .023 9.36 <.005 
 Learned 
Helplessness 
-0.07 .080    
DR2    .004 3.07 .080 
Step Predictor(s) β p R2 F p 
1       
 Locus of 
Control 
-0.01 .701 .000 0.15 .701 
2       
 Locus of 
Control 
0.14 <.005 .089 38.55 <.005 
 Learned 
Helplessness 
0.33 <.005    
DR2    .089 76.95 <.005 
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significant unique variance in self-monitoring FSB above and beyond work LOC (see 
Table 22) but did account for unique variance in active inquiry FSB above and beyond 
work LOC (see Table 23).  These results partially supported Hypothesis 2. 
Table 22 
Hierarchical Regression of Self-Monitoring FSB on Work LOC and Learned 

















Hierarchical Regression of Active Inquiry FSB on Work LOC and Learned Helplessness 













Note.  N = 794.  W-Locus of Control = Work locus of control. 
 
Hypothesis 3.  Hypothesis 3 stated that learned helplessness would have a weaker 
negative relationship with task-specific self-efficacy when LOC is more internal.  To test 
Step Predictor(s) β p R2 F p 
1       
 W-Locus of 
Control 
0.14 <.005 .020 16.61 <.005 
2       
 W-Locus of 
Control 
0.11 <.05 .022 8.87 <.005 
 Learned 
Helplessness 
-0.05 .285    
DR2    .002 1.14 .285 
Step Predictor(s) β p R2 F p 
1       
 W-Locus of 
Control 
-0.24 <.005 .059 49.89 <.005 
2       
 W-Locus of 
Control 
-0.12 <.005 .083 35.87 <.005 
 Learned 
Helplessness 
0.20 <.005    
DR2    .024 20.61 <.005 
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this hypothesis, I performed a two-step hierarchical regression.  In the first step, I 
regressed task-specific self-efficacy on both LOC and learned helplessness.  LOC did not 
have a significant relationship to task-specific self-efficacy.  Learned helplessness had a 
significant negative relationship with task-specific self-efficacy.  In the second step, I 
regressed task-specific self-efficacy on LOC, learned helplessness, and the interaction 
between LOC and learned helplessness.  Learned helplessness had a significant negative 
relationship with task-specific self-efficacy.  LOC and the interaction term did not have 
significant relationships with task-specific self-efficacy (see Table 24).  These results 
failed to support Hypothesis 3. 
 
Table 24 
Hierarchical Regression of Task-Specific Self-Efficacy on LOC, Learned Helplessness, 
















Note.  N = 794.  Interaction = Interaction between LOC and learned helplessness. 
 
To further test Hypothesis 3, I performed a two-step hierarchical regression using 
work LOC instead of general LOC.  In the first step, I regressed task-specific self-
efficacy on both work LOC and learned helplessness.  In the second step, I regressed 
Step Predictor(s) β p R2 F p 
1       
 Locus of 
Control 
-0.03 .368 .503 400.60 <.005 
 Learned 
Helplessness 
-0.72 <.005    
2       
 Locus of 
Control 
-0.10 .390 .504 267.00 <.005 
 Learned 
Helplessness 
-0.84 <.005    
 Interaction 0.04 .505    
DR2    .001 0.45 .505 
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task-specific self-efficacy on work LOC, learned helplessness, and the interaction 
between work LOC and learned helplessness.  Work LOC, learned helplessness, and the 
interaction term had significant relationships with task-specific self-efficacy (see Table 
25).  As originally predicted, the interaction suggested that when work LOC was more 
internal, learned helplessness had a weaker negative relationship with task-specific self-
efficacy (see Figure 3).  These results supported Hypothesis 3. 
Table 25 
Hierarchical Regression of Task-Specific Self-Efficacy on Work LOC, Learned 

















Note.  N = 794.  W-Locus of Control = Work locus of control.  Interaction = Interaction 
between LOC and learned helplessness. 
. 
Step Predictor(s) β p R2 F p 
1       
 W-Locus of 
Control 
0.06 .066 .505 403.20 <.005 
 Learned 
Helplessness 
-0.67 <.005    
2       
 W-Locus of 
Control 
-0.25 <.05 .510 273.80 <.005 
 Learned 
Helplessness 
-1.00 <.005    
 Interaction 0.14 <.05    




Figure 3.  Graph of relationship between learned helplessness and task-specific self-
efficacy moderated by work LOC.  Interaction between learned helplessness and one 
standard deviation below the mean of work LOC plotted in dashed black.  Interaction 
between learned helplessness and one standard deviation above the mean of work LOC 
plotted in solid black.  WLOC = Work LOC. 
 
Hypothesis 4.  Hypothesis 4 stated that learned helplessness would have a weaker 
negative relationship with FSB when LOC is more internal.  To test this hypothesis, I 
performed a two-step hierarchical regression.  In the first step, I regressed both facets of 
FSB separately on both LOC and learned helplessness.  In the second step, I regressed 
both facets of FSB separately on self-efficacy on LOC, learned helplessness, and the 
interaction between LOC and learned helplessness.  LOC, learned helplessness, and the 
interaction term did not have significant relationships with self-monitoring FSB (see 
Table 26).  LOC, learned helplessness, and the interaction term had significant 
relationships with active inquiry FSB (see Table 27).  However, the interaction suggested 
a different relationship than originally predicted.  When LOC was more internal, learned 
helplessness had a stronger positive relationship with active inquiry FSB instead of a 


























Hierarchical Regression of Self-Monitoring FSB on LOC, Learned Helplessness, and the 
















Note.  N = 794.  Interaction = Interaction between LOC and learned helplessness. 
 
Table 27 
Hierarchical Regression of Active Inquiry FSB on LOC, Learned Helplessness, and the 
















Note.  N = 794.  Interaction = Interaction between LOC and learned helplessness. 
 
Step Predictor(s) β p R2 F p 
1       
 Locus of 
Control 
0.11 <.05 .023 9.36 <.005 
 Learned 
Helplessness 
-0.07 .080    
2       
 Locus of 
Control 
-0.09 .608 .025 6.71 <.005 
 Learned 
Helplessness 
-0.36 .148    
 Interaction 0.09 .236    
DR2    .002 1.41 .236 
Step Predictor(s) β p R2 F p 
1       
 Locus of 
Control 
0.14 <.005 .089 38.55 <.005 
 Learned 
Helplessness 
0.33 <.005    
2       
 Locus of 
Control 
-0.47 <.005 .106 31.23 <.005 
 Learned 
Helplessness 
-0.59 <.05    
 Interaction 0.28 <.005    




Figure 4.  Graph of relationship between learned helplessness and self-monitoring FSB 
moderated by LOC.  Interaction between learned helplessness and one standard deviation 
below the mean of LOC plotted in dashed black.  Interaction between learned 
helplessness and one standard deviation above the mean of LOC plotted in solid black. 
 
To further test Hypothesis 4, I performed a two-step hierarchical regression using 
work LOC instead of general LOC.  In the first step, I regressed both facets of FSB 
separately on both work LOC and learned helplessness.  In the second step, I regressed 
both facets of FSB separately on self-efficacy on work LOC, learned helplessness, and 
the interaction between work LOC and learned helplessness.  Work LOC, learned 
helplessness, and the interaction term did not have significant relationships with self-
monitoring FSB (see Table 28).  Work LOC, learned helplessness, and the interaction 
term had significant relationships with active inquiry FSB (see Table 29).  However, the 
interaction suggested a different moderation effect than originally predicted.  When LOC 
was more internal, learned helplessness had a stronger positive relationship with active 
inquiry FSB instead of a weaker negative relationship (see Figure 5).  These results failed 
























Hierarchical Regression of Self-Monitoring FSB on Work LOC, Learned Helplessness, 















Note.  N = 794.  W-Locus of Control = Work locus of control.  Interaction between LOC 
and learned helplessness. 
 
Table 29 
Hierarchical Regression of Active Inquiry FSB on Work LOC, Learned Helplessness, and 
the Interaction Between Work LOC and Learned Helplessness in Study 2 
 
Note.  N = 794.  W-Locus of Control = Work locus of control.  Interaction = Interaction 
between LOC and learned helplessness. 
 
Step Predictor(s) β p R2 F p 
1       
 W-Locus of 
Control 
0.11 <.05 .022 8.87 <.005 
 Learned 
Helplessness 
-0.05 .285    
2       
 W-Locus of 
Control 
-0.05 .754 .023 6.30 <.005 
 Learned 
Helplessness 
-0.22 .190    
 Interaction 0.08 .285    
DR2    .001 1.14 .285 
Step Predictor(s) β p R2 F p 
1       
 W-Locus of 
Control 
-0.12 <.005 .083 35.87 <.005 
 Learned 
Helplessness 
0.20 <.005    
2       
 W-Locus of 
Control 
-0.46 <.005 .089 25.72 <.005 
 Learned 
Helplessness 
-0.16 .325     
 Interaction 0.16 <.05    




Figure 5.  Graph of relationship between learned helplessness and self-monitoring FSB 
moderated by work LOC.  Interaction between learned helplessness and one standard 
deviation below the mean of work LOC plotted in dashed black.  Interaction between 
learned helplessness and one standard deviation above the mean of work LOC plotted in 
solid black.  WLOC = Work LOC. 
 
Additional Analyses 
 I performed additional analyses to ensure learned helplessness accounted for 
unique variance above and beyond depression.  Furthermore, I tested whether learned 
helplessness accounted for unique variance in other outcomes above and beyond other 
predictors related to LOC.  I used work LOC instead of general LOC because stronger 
relationships were detected between work LOC and the hypotheses’ variables.  This 
difference was expected because Rotter (1975) suggested that specific measures of LOC 
for specific environments (e.g., a work measure of LOC for an organizational 
environment) would provide better predictability than a general measure of LOC. 
Learned helplessness and depression.  As mentioned previously, researchers 
have debated whether they should extend Seligman’s (1967) mode of learned 






















Depue and Monroe, 1978).  To assess whether learned helplessness accounted for unique 
variance after controlling for depression and LOC in task-specific self-efficacy, I 
performed a three-step hierarchical regression.  In the first step, I regressed task-specific 
self-efficacy on work LOC.  In the second step, I regressed task-specific self-efficacy on 
both work LOC and depression.  In the third step, I regressed task-specific self-efficacy 
on work LOC, depression, and learned helplessness.  Learned helplessness accounted for 
unique variance in task-specific self-efficacy above and beyond work LOC and 
depression (see Table 30).  These results were consistent with the expectation that learned 




Hierarchical Regression of Task-Specific Self-Efficacy on Work LOC, Depression, and 


















Note.  N = 794.  DR2 is measured between step 2 and step 3.  W-Locus of Control = Work 
locus of control. 
 
Step Predictor(s) β p R2 F p 
1       
 W-Locus of 
Control 
0.47 <.005 .223 227.80 <.005 
2       
 W-Locus of 
Control 
0.29 <.005 .309 518.00 <.005 
 Depression -0.37 <.005    
3       
 W-Locus of 
Control 
-0.01 0.818 .526 191.10 <.005 
 Depression -0.09 <.05    
 Learned 
Helplessness 
-0.67 <.005    
DR2    .217 236.63 <.005 
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To assess whether learned helplessness accounted for unique variance above both 
depression and LOC in active inquiry FSB, I performed a three-step hierarchical 
regression.  I did not perform this analysis with self-monitoring FSB because learned 
helplessness did not account for significant unique variance in self-monitoring FSB 
above and beyond work LOC.  In the first step, I regressed active inquiry FSB on work 
LOC.  In the second step, I regressed active inquiry FSB on both work LOC and 
depression.  In the third step, I regressed active inquiry FSB on work LOC, depression, 
and learned helplessness.  Learned helplessness accounted for unique variance in task-
specific self-efficacy above and beyond work LOC and depression (see Table 31).  These 
results were consistent with the expectation that learned helplessness would account for 
unique variance above and beyond depression and work LOC. 
Table 31 
 
Hierarchical Regression of Active Inquiry FSB on Work LOC, Depression, and Learned 


















Note.  N = 794.  DR2 is measured between step 2 and step 3.  W-Locus of Control = Work 
locus of control. 
 
Step Predictor(s) β p R2 F p 
1       
 W-Locus of 
Control 
-0.24 <.005 .059 49.89 <.005 
2       
 W-Locus of 
Control 
-0.18 <.005 .040 10.87 <.005 
 Depression 0.04 .425    
3       
 W-Locus of 
Control 
-0.04 .489 .092 17.37 <.005 
 Depression -0.10 .070    
 Learned 
Helplessness 
0.33 <.005    
DR2    .052 29.17 <.005 
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 Learned helplessness in other organizational outcomes.  In addition to task-
specific self-efficacy and FSB, I tested whether learned helplessness accounted for 
unique variance above and beyond work LOC in in-role performance, organizational 
citizenship behaviors, counterproductive work behaviors, job satisfaction, satisfaction 
with life, psychological well-being, final exam performance, and final class grade 
performance.  Researchers have suggested that LOC relates to each of these outcomes 
(e.g., O’Brien & Allen, 2008; Wang, Bowling, & Eschleman, 2010).   To test for unique 
variance above work LOC in each of these constructs, I performed two-step hierarchical 
regressions.  In each first step, I regressed each construct on work LOC.  In each second 
step, I regressed each construct on both work LOC and learned helplessness.  Results 
suggested that learned helplessness accounted for unique variance above and beyond 
work LOC in in-role performance, organizational citizenship behaviors, 
counterproductive work behaviors, job satisfaction, satisfaction with life, and 
psychological well-being (see Table 32). 
Table 32 
 
Hierarchical Regressions of Alternative Outcomes on Work LOC and Learned 











Outcome Step 1 R2 Step 2 R2 DR2 
In-Role Performance .118** .223** .105** 
OCB .068** .094** .026** 
CWB .099** .137** .038** 
JobSat .203** .226** .023** 
SWL .108** .193** .085** 
SWB .170** .327** .157** 
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Study 2 Discussion 
 The purpose of Study 2 was to test the hypotheses whether learned helplessness 
accounted for unique variance over LOC in task-specific self-efficacy and in FSB in a 
work environment and whether learned helplessness had a stronger negative relationship 
with task-specific self-efficacy and with FSB when LOC is more external in a work 
environment.  Learned helplessness accounted for variance above and beyond LOC in 
task-specific self-efficacy and in active inquiry FSB but not in self-monitoring FSB.  
LOC did not moderate the relationship between learned helplessness and task-specific 
self-efficacy.  However, work LOC moderated the relationship between learned 
helplessness and task-specific self-efficacy.  As predicted, learned helplessness had a 
weaker negative relationship with task-specific self-efficacy when LOC was more 
internal.  Neither LOC nor work LOC moderated the relationship between learned 
helplessness and self-monitoring FSB.  Unexpectedly, learned helplessness had a stronger 
positive relationship with active inquiry FSB when work LOC was more internal.  In 
additional analyses, I found that learned helplessness accounted for variance above and 
beyond depression in task-specific self-efficacy and in active inquiry FSB.  Furthermore, 
learned helplessness accounted for variance above and beyond LOC in in-role 
performance, organizational citizenship behaviors, counterproductive work behaviors, job 
satisfaction, subjective well-being, and psychological well-being. 
General Discussion 
 The purpose of this study was to examine whether learned helplessness accounted 
for unique variance over LOC in task-specific self-efficacy and FSB and to examine 
whether relationships between learned helplessness and task-specific self-efficacy and 
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learned helplessness and FSB were moderated by LOC.  In Study 1, learned helplessness 
accounted for variance above and beyond LOC in task-specific self-efficacy and in active 
inquiry FSB but not in self-monitoring FSB.  As predicted, LOC and academic LOC 
moderated the relationship between learned helplessness and self-monitoring FSB.  
Unexpectedly, learned helplessness had a stronger negative relationship with self-
monitoring FSB when LOC was more internal and when academic LOC was more 
internal.  Neither LOC or academic LOC moderated the relationships between learned 
helplessness and either task-specific self-efficacy or active inquiry FSB.   
In Study 2, learned helplessness accounted for variance above and beyond LOC in 
task-specific self-efficacy and in active inquiry FSB but not in self-monitoring FSB.  
LOC moderated the relationship between learned helplessness and active inquiry FSB but 
not between learned helplessness and task-specific self-efficacy. Work LOC moderated 
the relationship between learned helplessness and task-specific self-efficacy and between 
learned helplessness and active inquiry FSB.  Unexpectedly, learned helplessness had a 
stronger positive relationship with active inquiry FSB when LOC was more internal.  As 
predicted, learned helplessness had a weaker negative relationship with task-specific self-
efficacy when work LOC was more internal.  Unexpectedly, learned helplessness had a 
stronger positive relationship with active inquiry FSB when work LOC was more 
internal.  Neither LOC nor work LOC moderated the relationship between learned 
helplessness and self-monitoring FSB.  This study raised important issues concerning the 
conceptual overlap of learned helplessness, LOC, and self-efficacy; similarities between 
self-monitoring FSB, active inquiry FSB, and self-efficacy; differences between 
academic and work environments; a disordinal relationship between learned helplessness, 
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LOC, and self-monitoring FSB in academic environments; a disordinal relationship 
between learned helplessness, LOC, and active inquiry FSB in work environments; and 
differences between learned helplessness and depression. 
Theoretical Implications, Practical Implications, and Future Research 
Conceptual overlap of learned helplessness, LOC, and task-specific self-
efficacy.  The first issue relates to conceptual overlaps between learned helplessness, 
LOC, and task-specific self-efficacy.  In my hierarchical regressions from Hypothesis 1, 
LOC, academic LOC, and work LOC each accounted for significant variance in self-
efficacy.  However, the effects of LOC in both studies and work LOC in Study 2 dropped 
to non-significance in the presence of learned helplessness.  These drops in significance 
suggest that the variance LOC and work LOC account for in self-efficacy is completely 
accounted for by learned helplessness.  Possibly, this overlap in variance occurred 
because both learned helplessness and LOC measured the extent to which an individual 
perceives or believes s/he has control over contingencies between his/her behaviors and 
his/her performance.  However, in addition to measuring this perception, learned 
helplessness conceptually accounts for three attributional dimensions that LOC fails to 
take into account.  The attributional dimensions characterizing the internality, stability, 
and globality of learned helplessness might explain the additional unique variance in self-
efficacy accounted for by learned helplessness. 
Hypothesis 1 predicted that learned helplessness would account for unique 
variance over LOC in task-specific self-efficacy with the assumption that LOC would 
still account for unique variance in task-specific self-efficacy.  Originally, I wanted to 
provide evidence that learned helplessness was not redundant with LOC.  My results 
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suggested that not only did learned helplessness account for unique variance but that 
learned helplessness made LOC redundant.  If LOC was redundant, the more 
parsimonious model for task-specific self-efficacy would have learned helplessness as a 
predictor without requiring any assessment of LOC.  Future research should examine 
further the potential usefulness of learned helplessness to predict task-specific self-
efficacy, possibly instead of LOC.  Organizations might benefit from this research as 
learned helplessness is more malleable than LOC and can likely decrease through 
organizational interference.  
Conceptual differences between self-monitoring FSB, active inquiry FSB, 
and task-specific self-efficacy.  The second issue relates to how the two dimensions of 
FSB (i.e., self-monitoring and active inquiry) are related but distinct from each other and 
from self-efficacy.  Bivariate correlations in my results suggested that self-monitoring 
FSB, active inquiry FSB, and self-efficacy correlate with each other.  These correlations 
suggested that each domain is related.  Possibly, self-monitoring and active inquiry FSB 
related to each other because they are both forms of seeking feedback.  Self-efficacy 
related to FSB because self-efficacy contains a conceptual component in which an 
individual has some level of motivation to complete a task that affects his/her level of 
belief in his/her performance of a task.  Similarly, FSB contains a conceptual component 
in which an individual has some level of motivation to seek feedback that affects the 
frequency that s/he seeks feedback.   
Though self-monitoring FSB, active inquiry FSB, and self-efficacy are related as 
evidenced by bivariate correlations, differences between antecedents of each construct 
suggested that each construct is distinct.  Learned helplessness was unrelated to self-
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monitoring FSB but positively related to active inquiry FSB when accounting for LOC.  
Additionally, learned helplessness was negatively correlated with task-specific self-
efficacy when accounting for LOC.  Possibly, an individual’s general level of belief that 
s/he can control an outcome affects his/her level of engaging in self-monitoring FSB 
overcoming short term beliefs of non-contingency between behaviors and outcomes (i.e., 
learned helplessness) because self-monitoring behaviors are less exposed to critiques 
from external sources.  Thus, an individual’s self-monitoring FSB might be more 
influenced by long-term beliefs (e.g., LOC) than short-term perceptions (e.g., learned 
helplessness).  In contrast, an individual who experiences higher learned helplessness 
might believe others can explain what s/he is doing incorrectly and use active inquiry 
FSB.  Further, such an individual might constantly and actively seek feedback to imply to 
others that s/he needs help with his/her task.  Self-efficacy negatively related to learned 
helplessness perhaps because an individual’s lack of belief of contingency between 
outcomes and behaviors decreases his/her belief that s/he can affect his/her performance 
on a task.  Future research should further explore the antecedents and conceptual 
similarities and differences between self-monitoring FSB, active inquiry FSB, and task-
specific self-efficacy in prediction of organizational outcomes.  Knowledge of 
antecedents for FSB and self-efficacy could lead to developments of training programs 
that improve FSB and self-efficacy, each of which improve job performance (e.g., Gong 
et al., 2014; Stajkovic & Luthans, 1998). 
Differences between academic and work population FSBs.  The third issue 
relates to how academic and work samples might differ.  The bivariate correlations 
between each predictor and FSB were similar in both samples.  Learned helplessness 
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negatively correlated with self-monitoring FSB and positively correlated with active 
inquiry FSB.  LOC negatively correlated with both categories of FSB, though 
relationships between LOC and FSB were non-significant in the student sample.  When 
accounting for learned helplessness, LOC has no significant effect on FSB in the student 
sample but a significant effect on FSB when accounting for learned helplessness in the 
work sample.   
One possible explanation for differences in LOC relationships with FSB is that 
the rate at which supervisors change in an academic setting is much greater than the rate 
at which supervisors change in a work setting.  An individual’s level of learned 
helplessness might affect FSB in an academic and work setting because learned 
helplessness typically increases as a reaction to trauma regardless of environment.  
However, an individual’s LOC will more likely affect FSB in a setting in which engaging 
in FSB is a potential long-term solution to improving performance.  In an academic 
setting, supervisors (i.e., teachers) typically differ for each class and for each academic 
semester, (i.e., typically every three to four months).  In a work setting, supervisors 
typically remain the same until either an individual or his/her supervisor is promoted, 
which typically takes more than six months.  An individual might find that engaging in 
FSB is more useful in a work setting than an academic setting because s/he can expect to 
be evaluated by the same individual who holds the same expectations for a long period of 
time.  In an academic setting, s/he might find engaging in FSB to be less useful as 
expectations from supervisors change frequently.  An individual with a more internal 
LOC might believe that if s/he can control outcomes, s/he does not need to actively 
inquire to others to seek feedback.  S/he might focus on self-monitoring FSB because 
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s/he believes her behaviors can control outcomes and that s/he is capable to complete the 
work him/herself.  An individual with a more external LOC might believe that if s/he 
cannot control outcomes, s/he has no method to improve performance, would have no 
ability to change outcomes through self-monitoring FSB, and would need to seek 
feedback through active inquiry behaviors.   
Another possible explanation for differences in FSB relationships with LOC in an 
academic and work environment is the amount of feedback automatically received in 
each environment.  In an academic environment, an individual is provided frequent 
feedback through grades on assignments, often with comments on ways to improve work.  
In a work environment, an individual might be unable to receive feedback from his/her 
supervisor routinely unless s/he seeks it out.  An individual’s only feedback might consist 
solely of a yearly review that still might lack useful feedback.  In an academic 
environment, an individual’s long-term reactions caused by LOC to seek feedback would 
become irrelevant because s/he is constantly receiving feedback.  In a work environment, 
an individual’s long-term reactions caused by LOC to seek feedback would become more 
relevant as s/he might receive little to no feedback for months unless s/he seeks it out.  
Future research should explore the characteristics and explanations for frequencies of 
FSB in different environments and different work settings.  If levels of FSB differ in an 
academic and work setting, differences in work culture or supervisor-employee 
relationships likely result in different predictors of FSB.   
Beneficial effects of internal LOC on self-monitoring FSB at low levels of 
learned helplessness become dysfunctional when learned helplessness becomes 
higher.  The fourth issue relates to how higher levels of internal LOC increase the 
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frequency of self-monitoring FSB at lower levels of learned helplessness but decrease the 
frequency of self-monitoring FSB at higher levels of learned helplessness in an academic 
setting.  These effects are reflected by a disordinal interaction, such as the interaction 
observed in my results of Study 1.  Participants with higher levels of internal LOC 
engaged in more self-monitoring FSB at low to moderate levels of learned helplessness.  
When learned helplessness shifted to moderate and high levels, participants with higher 
levels of internal LOC engaged in less self-monitoring FSB.  This disordinal interaction 
might occur because individuals view self-monitoring as an adaptive behavior used to 
improve performance.  At low to moderate levels of learned helplessness, an individual 
with a more internal LOC would engage in more self-monitoring FSB because s/he 
would both perceive and believe that outcomes are under his/her control.  At moderate to 
high levels of learned helplessness, an individual with a more internal LOC would engage 
in less self-monitoring FSB because, though s/he might believe that outcomes should be 
under his/her control, his/her perception that outcomes are less under his/her control 
would conflict with his/her beliefs.  This conflict would likely make individuals believe 
that engaging in self-monitoring FSB was useless.  Future research should explore the 
effect that interactions between learned helplessness and LOC have on other behavioral 
outcomes in academic environments. 
Beneficial effects of external LOC on active inquiry FSB at low levels of 
learned helplessness become dysfunctional when learned helplessness becomes 
higher.  The fifth issue relates to how lower levels of internal LOC increase the 
frequency of active inquiry FSB at lower levels of learned helplessness but decrease the 
frequency of active inquiry FSB at higher levels of learned helplessness in a work setting.  
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These effects are reflected by a disordinal interaction, such as the interaction observed in 
my results of Study 2.  Participants with lower levels of internal LOC engaged in more 
active inquiry FSB at low to moderate levels of learned helplessness.  When learned 
helplessness shifted to moderate and high levels, participants with lower levels of internal 
LOC engaged in less active inquiry FSB.  This disordinal interaction might occur because 
individuals probably view active inquiry as an adaptive behavior used to improve 
performance.   
At lower levels of learned helplessness, an individual with lower internal LOC 
might believe others can explain or help what s/he is doing incorrectly through active 
inquiry FSB.  Though s/he might perceive and believe that his/her outcomes have no 
impact on his/her performance, s/he might believe that frequent engagement in inquiring 
feedback would increase the chances that someone who is more in control of his/her 
outcomes might be able to help.  At higher levels of learned helplessness, an individual’s 
higher internal LOC might compensate for detrimental effects of learned helplessness.  
As mentioned previously, an individual with higher learned helplessness might tend to 
engage in active inquiry FSB more frequently to imply to others that s/he needs help.  If 
an individual has a higher internal LOC, s/he likely would believe that others can actually 
help his/her work problem more than if s/he has a higher external LOC.  Internal LOC 
could overcome detrimental effects of learned helplessness only at moderate to higher 
levels of learned helplessness because higher levels of learned helplessness might impact 
an individual’s long-term performance to a greater extent than lower levels of learned 
helplessness.  Future research should explore the effect that interactions between learned 
helplessness and LOC have on other behavioral outcomes in work environments. 
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Learned helplessness significantly differs from depression.  The sixth issue 
relates to a possible overlap between learned helplessness and depression.  My results 
suggested that learned helplessness accounted for unique variance above and beyond 
depression.  In both studies, there was no case in which depression accounted for unique 
significance in an outcome and learned helplessness did not.  In every outcome learned 
helplessness had originally accounted for unique variance, learned helplessness still 
accounted for unique variance when depression was included as a predictor.  Future 
research should explore relationships between learned helplessness and outcomes 
predicted by depression. 
Limitations 
 This study has a few limitations to consider.  There might have been limitations 
with my general LOC measure based on my exploratory factor analyses.  Though 
researchers have used the general LOC measure frequently (e.g., Rotter, 1966; Wang, 
Bowling, & Eschleman, 2010), my exploratory factor analyses suggested that at least ten 
of the general LOC measure loaded less than .30 on a single factor in both Study 1 and 
Study 2.  Low item loadings might have limited the content validity of the LOC measure, 
though items with loadings on a single factor above .30 still appeared to represent the 
definition of LOC well. 
 Furthermore, there might have been limitations with my learned helplessness 
measure based on my exploratory factor analyses.  Though the developer of the learned 
helplessness measure used exploratory analyses to suggest that each attributional 
dimension of learned helplessness should be captured by the measure (Quinless & 
Nelson, 1988), my exploratory factor analyses suggested that items of my learned 
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helplessness measure loaded onto one factor.  A lack of ability to measure attributional 
dimensions of learned helplessness through my learned helplessness measure limited my 
ability to distinguish variance captured by each dimension.  Though this limitation 
prevented me from discerning which, if any, dimension captured variance beyond LOC in 
my outcomes, my results still suggested that a measure of just levels of learned 
helplessness accounted for variance above LOC in my outcomes.  
 In Study 2, there might have been limitations caused by the necessity to remove 
57.52% of participants who passed the screening survey due to insufficient effort 
responding.  However, there was little evidence that demographics were different 
between participants removed and participants used for analyses.  The average age was 
36.99 years (SD = 11.06) compared to 33.15 years (SD = 9.30) of those removed.  The 
majority of participants kept were female (61.82%) whereas the majority of participants 
removed were male (55.95%).  Demographics concerning United States residence and 
citizenship, primary language spoke, ethnicity, education, relationship status, children 
status, and field of work differed by less than 10%.  Participants kept for analyses worked 
for 16.13 years (SD = 11.05) on average, were employed in their current employment for 
6.47 years (SD = 6.02) on average, and typically worked 38.83 hours (SD = 10.40) on 
average per week.  Removed participants worked for 11.70 years (SD = 9.18) on average, 
were employed in their current employment for 5.61 years (SD = 5.12) on average, and 
typically worked 38.89 hours (SD = 13.39) on average per week.  Furthermore, I 
observed consistent effects between Study 1 and Study 2.  Similarities between 
demographics of participants kept for analyses and those dropped in addition to 
consistent observed effects across Study 1 and Study 2 suggested that dropping 57.52% 
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of my Study 2 sample did not likely alter the quality of inferences I could draw from 
Study 2. 
My small sample size in Study 1 was substantially less than the 600 needed to 
detect moderation according to my power analysis.  Though I detected moderation in my 
results for Study 1, this limitation might have prevented me from detecting other 
moderation effects that required higher power to discern.  
Conclusions 
 The purpose of my research was to examine whether learned helplessness 
accounted for unique variance over LOC in task-specific self-efficacy and FSB and to 
examine whether relationships between learned helplessness and task-specific self-
efficacy and learned helplessness and FSB are moderated by LOC.  My results not only 
suggested that learned helplessness accounted for unique variance over LOC in most 
outcomes but that learned helplessness generally accounted for all variance LOC 
accounted for in task-specific self-efficacy.  Furthermore, predicted moderation effects 
were more complicated than expected as I observed different disordinal interactions in 
both Study 1 and Study 2.  My results highlighted large conceptual overlap between 
learned helplessness and LOC, which might benefit organizations that can develop 
interventions to decrease learned helplessness.  Additionally, my results highlighted how 
different levels of LOC affected relationships between learned helplessness and FSB 
differently at low versus high levels of learned helplessness.  Such interactions suggest 
that psychologists should research further either how learned helplessness might interact 
with LOC in other important work outcomes or how learned helplessness might interact 
with other motivational constructs.  Without accounting for learned helplessness, 
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researchers and practitioners alike are failing to account for large amounts of variance in 
important work outcomes.  Not only are researchers and practitioners missing this 
variance, but they are missing an opportunity to improve job performance of employees 
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Pilot for Study 1 
 I conducted a pilot study for Study 1 in which I used exploratory factor analyses 
and calculated internal consistency reliabilities (i.e., alpha coefficients) to ensure my 
measures demonstrated appropriate psychometric properties and to ensure the FSB 
measure I created captured only self-monitoring and active inquiry factors.  I did not 
conduct a pilot study for Study 2 as data collection for Study 2 required payment for each 
individual who completed the study.  
Method 
 Data was collected from 223 participants recruited from a midsized, midwestern 
university.  Participants received extra credit in either an introductory psychology course 
or a higher-level psychology course for participating in this study. 
Learned helplessness.  Learned helplessness was measured using the 20-item 
Learned Helplessness Scale (Quinless & Nelson, 1988).  The internal consistency 
reliability for this scale was .85 (Quinless & Nelson, 1988).  Responses ranged from (1) 
“strongly agree” to (4) “strongly disagree.”  Responses were averaged.  Higher scores on 
the scale indicated higher levels of the participant’s degree of learned helplessness.  A 
sample item from the scale was “I feel that my ability to solve problems is the cause of 
my success.”  See Appendix B for a complete list of items. 
 Locus of control (LOC).  I used multiple measures to assess LOC.  I used one 
measure to assess an individual’s general LOC.  I used another measure to assess an 
individual’s academic LOC.  Measuring LOC that is focused on an academic domain 
might predict study outcomes better.   
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 General LOC.  General LOC was measured using the 29-item Internal-External 
Scale (Rotter, 1966).  The internal consistency reliability for this scale was .69 (Rotter, 
1966).  Each item consisted of a pair of alternatives lettered (a) or (b).  Each pair of items 
included one item that represents an internal choice (internal LOC) and one that 
represents an external choice (external LOC).  Participants chose the statements that they 
more strongly believed were correct.  The number of external choices was summed.  
Higher scores on the scale indicated higher levels of internal locus of control.  A sample 
item from the scale was “(a) Children get into trouble because their parents punish them 
too much. (b) The trouble with most children nowadays is that their parents are too easy 
with them.”  See Appendix C for a complete list of items. 
Academic LOC.  Academic LOC was measured using the 21-item Revised 
Academic Locus of Control Scale (Curtis & Trice, 2013).  Researchers have 
demonstrated that the internal consistency reliability for this scale was .68 (Curtis & 
Trice, 2013) and .73 (Shaw, 2017).  Using the alternative measure of internal consistency, 
McDonald’s ω, Curtis and Trice (2013) found the internal consistency to be .86.  
Response options were “true” or “false.”  Each item represented either an internal choice 
or an external choice.  The number of external items answered as true was summed with 
the number of internal items answered as false.  Higher scores on the scale indicated 
higher levels of internal locus of control.  A sample item from the scale was “There are 




 Self-efficacy.  I used multiple measures to assess self-efficacy.  I used one 
measure to assess an individual’s general self-efficacy.  I used one measure to assess an 
individual’s task-specific self-efficacy.   
 General self-efficacy.  General self-efficacy was measured using the 8-item New 
General Self-Efficacy Scale (Chen et al., 2001).  The internal consistency reliability for 
this scale was .86 (Chen et al., 2001).  Responses ranged from (1) “strongly disagree” to 
(5) “strongly agree.”  Responses was averaged.  Higher scores on the scale indicated 
higher levels of general self-efficacy.  A sample item from the scale was “I will be able to 
achieve most of the goals that I have set for myself.”  See Appendix E for a complete list 
of items. 
 Task-specific self-efficacy.  Task-specific self-efficacy was measured using the 
10-item Personal Efficacy Beliefs Scale (Riggs et al., 1994).  The internal consistency 
reliability for this scale was .86 (Riggs et al., 1994).  I edited the scale to reflect an 
academic environment rather than a work environment.  These edits included changing 
the word “job” to “class.” Responses ranged from (1) “strongly disagree” to (5) “strongly 
agree.”  Responses were averaged.  Higher scores on the scale indicated higher levels of 
personal self-efficacy.  A sample item from the scale was “I have confidence in my 
ability to do my classwork.”  See Appendix F for a complete list of items. 
 Feedback-Seeking Behavior (FSB).  I developed a measure to assess feedback-
seeking behavior because no measure addressing student FSB existed.  I developed one 
subscale to assess an individual’s level of self-monitoring behavior.  I developed one 
subscale to assess an individual’s level of active inquiry behavior.  The item format I 
used is taken from Callister et al.’s (1999) measures of FSB.  
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Self-monitoring.  I developed a 50-question subscale of self-monitoring 
behaviors.  Self-monitoring was measured using the self-monitoring items of the 7-item 
Peer Feedback Seeking Scale and self-monitoring items of the 4-item Supervisor 
Feedback Seeking Scale developed by Callister et al. (1999).  The scale I developed 
included ten different sources individuals might seek feedback from.  The scale included 
items for five different methods of seeking feedback.  Responses ranged from (1) “never” 
to (5) “very frequently” for both scales.  Responses were averaged.  Higher scores 
indicated higher levels of self-monitoring.  A sample item was “From watching other 
student(s)’ reactions, I can tell how well I am doing.”  See Table A1 for a complete list of 
items. 
Active inquiry.  I developed a 49-item subscale of active inquiry behaviors.  
Active inquiry was measured using the active feedback seeking items of the 7-item Peer 
Feedback Seeking Scale and active feedback seeking items of the 4-item Supervisor 
Feedback Seeking Scale developed by Callister et al. (1999).  The scale I developed 
included seven different sources individuals might seek feedback from.  The scale 
included items for seven different methods of seeking feedback.  Responses ranged from 
(1) “never” to (5) “very frequently” for both scales.  Responses were averaged.  Higher 
scores on both scales indicated higher levels of active inquiry.  A sample active feedback 
seeking item was “I ask other student(s) if they think I will pass my classes.”  See Table 
A1 for a complete list of items. 
Table A1 
 
Original FSB items  
 
Self-Monitoring Dimension 
1.     From watching other student(s)’ reactions, I can tell how well I am doing. 
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2.     Because of the reactions of other student(s), I can tell if my classwork is adequate. 
3.     Through observing other student(s)’ reactions, I can tell if my answers to questions are 
right. 
4.     By observing other student(s)’ reactions, I can tell whether I am doing things that should 
be done for school. 
5.     From watching other student(s)’ reactions, I can tell whether I have good study habits. 
6.     From watching others’ reactions, I can tell how well I am performing my work. 
7.     Because of the reactions of others, I can tell if my classwork is adequate. 
8.     Through observing others’ reactions, I can tell if my work is being done right. 
9.     By checking others’ reactions, I can tell whether I am doing things that should be done for 
school. 
10.  From watching other’s reactions, I can tell whether I have good study habits. 
11.  From watching my friend(s)’ reactions, I can tell how well I am performing my classwork. 
12.  Because of the reactions of my friend(s), I can tell if my schoolwork is adequate. 
13.  Through observing my friend(s)’ reactions, I can tell if my classwork is being done right. 
14.  By checking my friend(s)’ reactions, I can tell whether I am doing things that should be 
done for school. 
15.  From watching my friend(s)’ reactions, I can tell whether I have good study habits. 
16.  From watching family member(s)’ reactions, I can tell how well I am performing my 
schoolwork. 
17.  Because of the reactions of my family member(s), I can tell if my work is adequate. 
18.  Through observing my family member(s)’ reactions, I can tell if my schoolwork is being 
done right. 
19.  By checking my family member(s)’ reactions, I can tell whether I am doing things that 
should be done for school. 
20.  From watching my family member(s)’ reactions, I can tell whether I have good study 
habits. 
21.  From watching professor(s)’ reactions, I can tell how well I am performing my work. 
22.  Because of the reactions of professor(s), I can tell if my classwork is adequate. 
23.  Through observing professor(s)’ reactions, I can tell if my answers to questions are right. 
24.  By checking professor(s)’ reactions, I can tell whether I am doing things that should be 
done for school. 
25.  From watching professor(s)’ reactions, I can tell whether I have good study habits. 
26.  From watching faculty’s reactions, I can tell how well I am performing my classwork. 
27.  Because of the reactions of faculty, I can tell if my schoolwork is adequate. 
28.  Through observing faculty’s reactions, I can tell if my work is being done right. 
29.  By checking faculty’s reactions, I can tell whether I am doing things that should be done 
for school. 
30.  From watching faculty’s reactions, I can tell whether I have good study habits. 
31.  Through checking my grade(s), I can tell how well I am performing my classwork. 
32.  Through observing my grade(s), I can tell if my schoolwork is adequate. 
33.  From my grade(s), I can tell if my schoolwork is being done right. 
34.  Through checking my grade(s), I can tell whether I am doing things that should be done 
for school. 
35.  Through observing my grade(s), I can tell whether I have good study habits. 
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36.  From the difficulty to answer questions, I can tell how well I am performing my 
classwork. 
37.  From the amount of trouble I have to answer questions, I can tell if my classwork is 
adequate. 
38.  From the difficulty to complete assignments, I can tell if my classwork is being done 
right. 
39.  From the amount of trouble I have to complete assignments, I can tell whether I am doing 
things that should be done for school. 
40.  From the difficulty to answer questions, I can tell whether I have good study habits. 
41.  From the amount of time it takes to complete assignments, I can tell how well I am 
performing my classwork. 
42.  From the amount of time it takes to answer questions, I can tell if my classwork is 
adequate. 
43.  From the amount of time it takes to complete assignments, I can tell if my classwork is 
being done right. 
44.  From the amount of time it takes to answer questions, I can tell whether I am doing things 
that should be done for school. 
45.  From the amount of time it takes to answer questions, I can tell whether I have good study 
habits. 
46.  From the number of questions I find myself asking about my courses, I can tell how well I 
am performing my classwork. 
47.  From the number of questions I find myself asking about my courses, I can tell if my 
classwork is adequate. 
48.  From the number of questions I find myself asking about my courses, I can tell if my 
classwork is being done right. 
49.  From the number of questions I find myself asking about my courses, I can tell whether I 
am doing things that should be done for school. 
50.  From the number of questions I find myself asking about my courses, I can tell whether I 
have good study habits. 
Active Inquiry Dimension 
1.     I ask other student(s) if they think I will pass my classes. 
2.     I ask other student(s) if they think people like working with me. 
3.     I ask other student(s) what they think I should be doing. 
4.     I ask other student(s) how they think I am doing. 
5.     I ask other student(s) if they think I should be working harder. 
6.     I ask other student(s) to compare answers with me. 
7.     I ask other student(s) to see if they think my work is correct. 
8.     I ask other classmate(s) if they think I will pass my classes. 
9.     I ask other classmate(s) if they think people like working with me. 
10.  I ask other classmate(s) what they think I should be doing. 
11.  I ask other classmate(s) how they think I am doing. 
12.  I ask other classmate(s) if they think I should be working harder. 
13.  I ask other classmate(s) to compare answers with me. 
14.  I ask other classmate(s) to see if they think my work is correct. 
15.  I ask others if they think I will pass my classes. 
16.  I ask others if they think people like working with me. 
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17.  I ask others what they think I should be doing. 
18.  I ask others how they think I am doing. 
19.  I ask others if they think I should be working harder. 
20.  I ask others to compare answers with me. 
21.  I ask others to see if they think my work is correct. 
22.  I ask my friend(s) if they think I will pass my classes. 
23.  I ask my friend(s) if they think people like working with me. 
24.  I ask my friend(s) what they think I should be doing. 
25.  I ask my friend(s) how they think I am doing. 
26.  I ask my friend(s) if they think I should be working harder. 
27.  I ask my friend(s) to compare answers with me. 
28.  I ask my friend(s) to see if they think my work is correct. 
29.  I ask my family member(s) if they think I will pass my classes. 
30.  I ask my family member(s) if they think people like working with me. 
31.  I ask my family member(s) what they think I should be doing. 
32.  I ask my family member(s) how they think I am doing. 
33.  I ask my family member(s) if they think I should be working harder. 
34.  I ask my family member(s) to check whether my schoolwork is correct. 
35.  I ask my family member(s) to see if they think my work is correct. 
36.  I ask my professor(s) if they think I will pass my classes. 
37.  I ask my professor(s) if they think people like working with me. 
38.  I ask my professor(s) what they think I should be doing. 
39.  I ask my professor(s) how they think I am doing. 
40.  I ask my professor(s) if they think I should be working harder. 
41.  I ask my professor(s) to check whether my schoolwork is correct. 
42.  I ask my professor(s) to see if they think my work is correct. 
43.  I ask faculty if they think I will pass my classes. 
44.  I ask faculty if they think people like working with me. 
45.  I ask faculty what they think I should be doing. 
46.  I ask faculty how they think I am doing. 
47.  I ask faculty if they think I should be working harder. 
48.  I ask faculty to check whether my schoolwork is correct. 
49.  I ask faculty to see if they think my work is correct. 
 
Demographics.  Demographics were measured with questions asking participants 
for information about their age, gender, ethnicity, grade level, cumulative grade point 
average, and major.  See Appendix I for a complete list of items. 
Measures to Test Alternative Explanations 
Causal Attributions.  Causal attributions were measured using the 12-item 
Academic Attributional Style Questionnaire (Peterson & Barrett, 1987).  The internal 
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consistency reliability was .84 (Peterson & Barrett, 1987).  Participants were given 12 
different bad hypothetical academic events.  Responses to each event included a fill-in-
the-blank prompt followed by three multiple choice questions that address three 
dimensions:  internality, stability, and globality.  A sample event from the measure was 
“You fail a final exam.”  The multiple-choice item wording is: “Write down the one 
major cause”, “Is the cause of this situation due to you or to something about other 
people or circumstances?” (internality), “In the future, will this cause again be present?” 
(stability), and “Does the cause just influence this situation or does it influence other 
areas of your life?” (globality).  Response options ranged from (1) “totally due to other 
people or circumstances” to (7) “totally due to me,” (internality); (1) “will never again be 
present” to (7) “will always be present,” (stability); and (1) “influences just this particular 
situation” to (7) “influences all situations in my life” (globality).  Responses were 
averaged.  Dimension scores were calculated by taking the average of items representing 
each dimension.  Higher scores indicated higher levels of internality, stability, and 
globality.  See Appendix O for a complete list of items.  
Cognitive Ability.  Cognitive ability was measured using the 60-item Shipley 
Institute of Living Scale (Shipley, 1940).  Bowers and Pantle (1998) found that the 
Shipley Institute of Living Scale provided similar IQ estimates to other measures of 
cognitive ability (e.g., the Kaufman Brief Intelligence Test [Kaufman, 1990]) with 
correlations ranging from .77 to .83.  The vocabulary section included 40 multiple choice 
items that ask participants to select one of four possible responses most similar in 
meaning to a target word.  The abstraction section included 20 fill-in-the-blank items that 
required participants to complete a pattern with the correct response.  The number of 
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correct answers from each section was summed with the sum of correct questions from 
the abstraction section multiplied by two.  Higher scores on the scale indicated higher 
levels of cognitive ability.  A sample vocabulary item from the scale was “TALK” with 
choices “draw, speak, eat, sleep.”  A sample abstraction item was “1, 2, 3, 4, 5, __”.  See 
Appendix P for a complete list of items. 
Personality and Depression.  Personality and depression were measured using 
the 50-item Revised NEO-Personality Inventory measure of the Big Five personality 
factors (Costa & McCrae, 1992).  The depression facet included items that are included in 
the Big Five personality facets being measured and three items from the 100 – item 
Revised NEO-Personality Inventory of the Big Fiver personality factors (Costa & 
McCrae, 1992).  The internal consistency reliability for each facet of this scale was 0.86 
(Neuroticism), 0.86 (Extraversion), 0.82 (Openness), 0.77 (Agreeableness), 0.81 
(Conscientiousness), and .88 (Depression) (Costa & McCrae, 1992).  Responses ranged 
from (1) “very inaccurate” to (5) “very accurate.”  Responses were averaged.  Facet 
scores were calculated by taking the average of items representing each facet.  Higher 
scores indicated higher levels of the corresponding facet of the Big Five.  Sample items 
from each the scale were “often feel blue” (Neuroticism), “Feel comfortable around 
people” (Extraversion), “have a vivid imagination” (Openness), “respect others” 
(Agreeableness), “am always prepared” (Conscientiousness), and “have a low opinion of 
myself” (Depression).  See Appendix Q for a complete list of items.  
Procedure.  The surveys were administered online using SONA software.  
Students logged into their SONA account and signed up to participate in the study.  
Participants completed the surveys in one session at a time and location of their own 
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choosing.  Participants were forced to answer each question to continue participating in 
order to avoid missing data.  First, participants completed an informed consent process 
(see Appendix R).  Those individuals agreeing to participant completed the Internal-
External Scale, the Revised Academic Locus of Control Scale, the Learned Helplessness 
Scale, the New General Self-Efficacy Scale, the Personal Efficacy Beliefs Scale, self-
monitoring behavior items, active inquiry behavior items, attribution items, cognitive 
ability items, personality and depression items, and a demographics survey.  Participants 
completed the surveys in the above order to measure predictor variables before outcome 
variables.  Participants completed the Internal-External Scale before the Revised 
Academic Locus of Control Scale to avoid possible influences of the academic LOC on 
the general LOC responses.  After participants completed the surveys, they were 
debriefed (see Appendix S). 
Results 
Data cleaning.  Data was collected from 223 participants recruited from a 
midsized, midwestern university.  I removed 4 participants for only completing 2 or 
fewer surveys.  I removed 3 participants for insufficient effort responding on at least 7 of 
the surveys, characterized by average participant completion times of each survey less 
than 2 seconds per item.  I removed 16 participant responses for completing the survey 
twice.  I kept the most complete response or the earliest response of each duplicate for 
data analyses.  No outliers were detected above or below 5 standard deviations of the 
mean on any survey.  Data from 200 participants remained for analyses after data 
cleaning.  I reverse-coded appropriate items from each scale as needed.  I calculated scale 
scores by averaging the score for each measure. 
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Demographics.  Of the 200 participants, 49 were recruited from an introductory 
psychology course and received extra credit in their course for participating in this study.  
The average age was 20.94 years (SD = 4.27).  The majority of participants were college 
freshmen (57.14%), female (51%), and Caucasian (75.51%).  Also, 138 participants were 
recruited from higher level psychology courses, and they received extra credit in their 
courses for participating in this study.  The average age was 21.64 years (SD = 5.26).  
Participants were college freshmen (21.74%), sophomores (25.36%), juniors (24.64%), 
and seniors (20.29%).  The majority of participants were female (80%) and Caucasian 
(76.09%).  The two samples were combined because of similar demographic information 
and because of small sample sizes.  The combined sample’s average age was 21.06 years 
(SD = 5.01).  Participants were college freshmen (31.02%), sophomores (22.99%), 
juniors (21.39%), and seniors (16.04%).  The majority of participants were female 
(71.22%) and Caucasian (75.94%).   
 Scale construction.  I used Cronbach’s alpha to measure the internal reliability of 
each measure for both the introductory psychology course sample and the higher-level 
psychology courses sample.  Alpha levels differed by .06 at most in each sample and 
demographics of each sample were similar.  These similarities between the samples 
suggested that I could combine the two samples for my psychometric analyses to increase 
the power of my analyses.  Next, I examined the means, SDs, dimensionality, and 
internal reliability of each measure. 
 Learned helplessness.  Results suggested that my sample demonstrated middle 
levels of learned helplessness (M = 2.03, SD = 0.33).  Individuals who scored closer to 
four demonstrated higher learned helplessness.  I examined the scree plot for the 20 items 
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of the measure, which provided evidence of one factor (see Figure A1).  I completed an 
exploratory factor analysis with one factor.  Results from the exploratory factor analyses 
indicated that items loaded onto one factor.  Items 4 and 12 did not load on any factor 
above .3.  Factor loadings are displayed in Table A2.  I used the original scale for 
analyses because my sample was relatively small and the scale has been well-researched 
and frequently used (Bargai, Ben-Shakhar, & Shalev, 2007).  Results demonstrated good 
alpha internal reliability (a = .83).   
 






Factor Analysis for Pilot Learned Helplessness Measure 
 
Items Factor 1 
LH -1 .698 
LH -2 .389 
LH -3 .343 
LH -4  
LH -5 .429 
LH -6 .503 
LH -7 .617 
LH -8 .427 
LH -9 .551 
LH -10 .411 
LH -11 .433 
LH -12 .241 
LH -13 .656 
LH -14 .466 
LH -15 .556 
LH -16 .517 
LH -17 .320 
LH -18 .546 
LH -19 .389 
LH -20 .371 
Note.  Blank factor loading values represent a factor loading < .100.  LH = Learned 
helplessness. 
 
 General locus of control.  Results suggested that my sample demonstrated non-
extreme levels of general LOC (M = 1.50, SD = 0.17).  Individuals who scored closer to 
one demonstrated a higher external general LOC whereas individuals who scored closer 
to two demonstrated a higher internal LOC.  I examined the scree plot for the 29 items of 
the measure, which provided evidence of two factors (see Figure A2).  I completed an 
exploratory factor analysis with both one and two factors.  Results from the exploratory 
factor analyses indicated that a one-factor solution was more interpretable than a two-
factor solution even though many items did not load well on that one factor.  Items 2, 3, 
4, 5, 6, 7, 9, 12, 17, 20, 21, 22, 26, and 29 either did not load on any factor above .3 or 
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cross loaded on two factors and differed by less than .3.  Factor loadings are displayed in 
Table A3.  I used the original scale for analyses because my sample was relatively small 
and the scale has been well-researched and used (Rotter, 1975).  Results demonstrated 
acceptable alpha internal reliability (a = .71).   
 








Factor Analysis for Pilot Student LOC Measure 
 
Items Factor 1 Factor 1 Factor 2 
LOC -2 .292 .287  
LOC -3 .130  .277 
LOC -4 .195 .120 .194 
LOC -5 .238 .241  
LOC -6 .314 .273 .145 
LOC -7 .121  .216 
LOC -9 .143 .126  
LOC -10 .411 .249 .433 
LOC -11 .368 .501 -.138 
LOC -12 .261  .457 
LOC -13 .446 .424 .146 
LOC -15 .414 .445  
LOC -16 .489 .532  
LOC -17 .291  .584 
LOC -18 .477 .507  
LOC -20 .197 .144 .140 
LOC -21 .257 .231 .106 
LOC -22 .205  .591 
LOC -23 .350 .340 .100 
LOC -25 .579 .534 .201 
LOC -26 .119  .167 
LOC -28 .489 .548  
LOC -29 .310 .112 .498 
Note. Items 1, 8, 14, 19, 24, and 27 were filler items and were excluded from analyses.  
Results of the single-factor exploratory factor analysis are to the left of the middle 
vertical line.  Results of the two-factor exploratory factor analysis are to the right of the 
middle vertical line.  Blank factor loading values represent a factor loading < .100. 
 
 Academic locus of control.  Results suggested that my sample demonstrated non-
extreme levels of academic LOC (M = 1.62, SD = 0.18).  Individuals who scored closer 
to one demonstrated a higher external academic LOC whereas individuals who scored 
closer to two demonstrated a higher internal academic LOC.  I examined the scree plot 
for the 21 items of the measure, which provided evidence of one factor (see Figure A3).  I 
completed an exploratory factor analysis with one factor.  Results from the exploratory 
factor analyses indicated that items loaded onto one factor.  Items 2, 3, 7, 8, 9, 11, 18, 19, 
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and 20 did not load on any factor above .3.  Factor loadings are displayed in Table A4.  I 
used the original scale for analyses because my sample was relatively small and the scale 
has been well-researched and frequently used (Shaw, 2017).  Results demonstrated 
acceptable alpha internal reliability (a = .74).   
 







Factor Analysis for Pilot Academic LOC Measure 
 
Items Factor 1 
ALOC -1 .425 
ALOC -2 .229 
ALOC -3 .273 
ALOC -4 .321 
ALOC -5 .416 
ALOC -6 .464 
ALOC -7 .272 
ALOC -8 .179 
ALOC -9 .168 
ALOC -10 .530 
ALOC -11 .135 
ALOC -12 .359 
ALOC -13 .480 
ALOC -14 .518 
ALOC -15 .405 
ALOC -16 .447 
ALOC -17 .346 
ALOC -18 .264 
ALOC -19 .205 
ALOC -20 .128 
ALOC -21 .562 
Note.  ALOC = Academic LOC. 
 
 General self-efficacy.  Results suggested that my sample demonstrated high 
levels of general self-efficacy (M = 4.04, SD = 0.50).  Individuals who scored closer to 
five demonstrated higher general self-efficacy.  I completed an exploratory factor 
analysis with one factor.  Results from the exploratory factor analyses indicated that 
items loaded onto one factor.  Factor loadings are displayed in Table A5.  Results 






Factor Analysis for Pilot General Self-Efficacy Measure 
 
Items Factor 1 
GSE -1 .720 
GSE -2 .808 
GSE -3 .724 
GSE -4 .777 
GSE -5 .757 
GSE -6 .828 
GSE -7 .635 
GSE -8 .663 
Note.  GSE = General self-efficacy. 
 
 Task-specific self-efficacy.  Results suggested that my sample demonstrated high 
levels of task-specific self-efficacy (M = 3.46, SD = 0.54).  Individuals who scored closer 
to five demonstrated higher task-specific self-efficacy.  I completed an exploratory factor 
analysis with one factor.  Results from the exploratory factor analyses indicated that 
items loaded onto one factor.  Item 3 did not load on any factor above .3.  Factor loadings 
are displayed in Table A6.  I used the original scale for analyses because the scale has 
been well-researched and frequently used (Bargai, Ben-Shakhar, & Shalev, 2007).  



















Factor Analysis for Pilot Task-Specific Self-Efficacy Measure 
 
Items Factor 1 
PSE -1 .605 
PSE -2 .540 
PSE -3 .278 
PSE -4 .618 
PSE -5 .535 
PSE -6 .666 
PSE -7 .350 
PSE -8 .635 
PSE -9 .649 
PSE -10 .479 
Note.  PSE = Task-specific self-efficacy. 
 
 FSB.  Results suggested that my sample demonstrated middle levels of FSB (M = 
2.64, SD = 0.48).  Individuals who scored closer to five demonstrated higher FSB.  I 
examined the scree plot for the 99 items of the measure, which provided evidence of two 
factors (see Figure A4).  I completed an exploratory factor analysis with two factors.  
Results from the exploratory factor analyses indicated that items loaded onto two factors.  
Items 31, 32, 33, 34, and 35 of the self-monitoring dimension and items 36, 37, 38, 39, 
40, 41, 42 of the active inquiry dimension cross loaded on two factors and differed by 
less than .3.  Factor loadings are displayed in Table A7.  Results demonstrated good alpha 
internal reliability (a = .96).   
 Self-monitoring.  Results suggested that my sample demonstrated middle levels of 
self-monitoring behaviors (M = 3.34, SD = 0.59).  Individuals who scored closer to five 
demonstrated higher self-monitoring behaviors.  Results demonstrated good alpha 
internal reliability (a = .96).   
 Active inquiry.  Results suggested that my sample demonstrated middle levels of 
active inquiry behaviors (M = 1.91, SD = 0.66).  Individuals who scored closer to five 
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demonstrated higher active inquiry behaviors.  Results demonstrated good alpha internal 
reliability (a = .97).   
 Item reduction.  As my measure demonstrated high internal reliability, I removed 
items and repeated psychometric analyses.  I used the reduced-item academic FSB 
measure in my full study.  First, I removed items that cross loaded with differences less 
than .3 from my exploratory factor analyses.  Removing these items removed items that 
referred to a single feedback source in the self-monitoring facet and a single feedback 
source in the active inquiry facet.  I reviewed the remaining items to ensure that the 
wording of each item likely measured the original definition of FSB (Ashford and 
Cummings, 1983).  After determining that every item likely measured FSB according to 
Ashford and Cummings’ (1983) definition, I divided items by feedback sources.  I ranked 
each set of loadings from largest to smallest.  I kept two items with the highest loadings 
for each remaining self-monitoring source to ensure my reduced-item measure 
represented every method of receiving feedback.  I kept four items with the highest 
loadings for each remaining active inquiry source to ensure my reduced-item measure 
represented every method of receiving feedback.  My final FSB measure included 42 
items.  The self-monitoring facet included 18 items and the active inquiry facet included 
24 items.  I completed an exploratory factor analysis on the item-reduced FSB measure 
with two factors.  Results from the exploratory factor analyses indicated that items loaded 
onto two factors.  Factor loadings are displayed in Table A8.  The reduced item measure 
of self-monitoring FSB demonstrated good alpha internal reliability (a = .96).  Also, the 
reduced item measure of active inquiry FSB demonstrated good alpha internal reliability 




Figure A4.  Scree plot of the Pilot FSB measure. 
Table A7 
 
Factor Analysis for Pilot Original FSB Measure 
 
Items Factor 1 Factor 2 
SM -1  .686 
SM -2  .734 
SM -3  .657 
SM -4  .681 
SM -5  .689 
SM -6  .772 
SM -7  .770 
SM -8  .708 
SM -9  .763 
SM -10  .700 
SM -11  .787 
SM -12  .756 
SM -13  .678 
SM -14  .739 
SM -15  .711 
SM -16  .617 
SM -17  .658 
SM -18  .633 
Note.  Bolded items were chosen for inclusion in final FSB measure.  Blank factor 
loading values represent a factor loading < .100.  SM = Self-monitoring FSB.  AI = 




Table A7 (continued) 
 
Items Factor 1 Factor 2 
SM -19  .670 
SM -20  .623 
SM -21 -.100 .563 
SM -22 -.142 .563 
SM -23 -.110 .606 
SM -24  .629 
SM -25  .608 
SM -26  .588 
SM -27  .607 
SM -28  .614 
SM -29  .620 
SM -30  .610 
SM -31 -.252 .378 
SM -32 -.228 .371 
SM -33 -.239 .330 
SM -34 -.281 .384 
SM -35 -.173 .376 
SM -36  .433 
SM -37  .367 
SM -38  .478 
SM -39  .413 
SM -40 -.106 .360 
SM -41 -.120 .408 
SM -42 -.102 .430 
SM -43  .454 
SM -44  .444 
SM -45  .363 
SM -46  .372 
SM -47  .387 
SM -48  .454 
SM -49  .429 
SM -50  .450 
AI -1 .666  
AI -2  .647  
AI -3 .671  
AI -4  .814  
AI -5 .875  
AI -6 .503  
AI -7  .540 .101 
AI -8 .814  
AI -9 .737  
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Note.  Bolded items were chosen for inclusion in final FSB measure.  Blank factor 
loading values represent a factor loading < .100.  SM = Self-monitoring FSB.  AI = 
Active inquiry FSB. 
Table A7 (continued) 
 
Items Factor 1 Factor 2 
AI -10 .788 -.139 
AI -11 .862  
AI -12 .879  
AI -13 .391 .117 
AI -14 .472  
AI -15 .836  
AI -16 .800  
AI -17 .806  
AI -18 .831  
AI -19 .807  
AI -20 .429 .110 
AI -21 .470  
AI -22 .752  
AI -23 .720  
AI -24 .746  
AI -25 .769 .100 
AI -26 .781  
AI -27 .451  
AI -28 .455 .131 
AI -29 .587 .102 
AI -30 .593  
AI -31 .466  
AI -32 .529 .122 
AI -33 .593  
AI -34 .486  
AI -35 .575  
AI -36 .606 .103 
AI -37 .571  
AI -38 .413 .157 
AI -39 .430 .115 
AI -40 .514 .119 
AI -41 .289 .219 
AI -42 .227 .263 
AI -43 .566 .103 
AI -44 .595  
AI -45 .462 .155 
AI -46 .550 .129 
AI -47 .552 .120 
AI -48 .426  
AI -49 .378 .117 
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Note.  Bolded items were chosen for inclusion in final FSB measure.  Blank factor 
loading values represent a factor loading < .100.  SM = Self-monitoring FSB.  AI = 




Factor Analysis for Pilot Item-Reduced FSB Measure 
 
Items Factor 1 Factor 2 
SM -1  .701 
SM -5 .171 .713 
SM -6 .165 .828 
SM -7 .100 .802 
SM -11 .175 .820 
SM -12 .113 .800 
SM -17  .654 
SM -19 .132 .666 
SM -24  .526 
SM -25  .510 
SM -28  .546 
SM -29  .557 
SM -36  .353 
SM -38  .412 
SM -43  .395 
SM -44  .391 
SM -48  .404 
SM -50  .404 
AI -1 .686  
AI -3 .668  
AI -4 .825  
AI -5 .891  
AI -8 .820  
AI -10 .783  
Note.  Blank factor loading values represent a factor loading < .100.  SM = Self-





Table A8 (continued) 
 
Items Factor 1 Factor 2 
AI -11 .865  
AI -12 .895  
AI -15 .832  
AI -17 .814  
AI -18 .837  
AI -19 .822  
AI -22 .764  
AI -24 .747  
AI -25 .795 .148 
AI -26 .807 .129 
AI -29 .574 .116 
AI -30 .541  
AI -33 .571  
AI -35 .509  
AI -43 .533 .113 
AI -44 .551  
AI -46 .523 .139 
AI -47 .535 .130 
Note.  Blank factor loading values represent a factor loading < .100.  SM = Self-
monitoring FSB.  AI = Active inquiry FSB. 
 
 Internal versus external attributional style.  Results suggested that my sample 
demonstrated high levels of internal attributions (M = 6.10, SD = 0.84).  Individuals who 
scored closer to seven demonstrated higher internal attributions.  I completed an 
exploratory factor analysis with one factor.  Results from the exploratory factor analyses 
indicated that items loaded onto one factor.  Factor loadings are displayed in Table A9.  






Factor Analysis for Pilot Internal Versus External Attribution Measure 
 
Items Factor 1 
ASQ -2 .339 
ASQ -6 .548 
ASQ -10 .254 
ASQ -14 .597 
ASQ -18 .676 
ASQ -22 .456 
ASQ -26 .656 
ASQ -30 .243 
ASQ -34 .223 
ASQ -38 .231 
ASQ -42 .663 
ASQ -46 .201 
Note.  ASQ = Attributional style questionnaire. 
 
 Stable versus unstable attributional style.  Results suggested that my sample 
demonstrated middle levels of stable attributions (M = 3.91, SD = 0.98).  Individuals who 
scored closer to seven demonstrated higher stable attributions.  I completed an 
exploratory factor analysis with one factor.  Results from the exploratory factor analyses 
indicated that items loaded onto one factor.  Factor loadings are displayed in Table A10.  





Factor Analysis for Pilot Stable Versus Unstable Attribution Measure 
 
Items Factor 1 
ASQ -3 .420 
ASQ -7 .671 
ASQ -11 .518 
ASQ -15 .615 
ASQ -19 .684 
ASQ -23 .597 
ASQ -27 .620 
ASQ -31 .593 
ASQ -35 .339 
ASQ -39 .394 
ASQ -43 .811 
ASQ -47 .495 
Note.  ASQ = Attributional style questionnaire. 
 
 Global versus specific attributional style.    Results suggested that my sample 
demonstrated middle levels of global attributions (M = 3.96, SD = 1.10).  Individuals who 
scored closer to seven demonstrated higher global attributions.  I completed an 
exploratory factor analysis with one factor.  Results from the exploratory factor analyses 
indicated that items loaded onto one factor.  Factor loadings are displayed in Table A11.  






Factor Analysis for Pilot Internal Versus External Attribution Measure 
 
Items Factor 1 
ASQ -4 .461 
ASQ -8 .599 
ASQ -12 .557 
ASQ -16 .516 
ASQ -20 .561 
ASQ -24 .633 
ASQ -28 .420 
ASQ -32 .544 
ASQ -36 .517 
ASQ -40 .570 
ASQ -44 .734 
ASQ -48 .681 
Note.  ASQ = Attributional style questionnaire. 
 
 Cognitive ability.  Results suggested that my sample demonstrated middle levels 
of cognitive ability (M = .72, SD = 0.13).  Individuals who scored closer to one 
demonstrated higher cognitive ability.  Results demonstrated good alpha internal 
reliability (a = .90). 
Personality.  Results suggested that my sample demonstrated middle levels of 
neuroticism (M = 2.81, SD = 0.80), extraversion (M = 3.09, SD = 0.75), openness (M = 
3.61, SD = 0.60), agreeableness (M = 3.73, SD = 0.57), conscientiousness (M = 3.55, SD 
= 0.65), and depression (M = 2.61, SD = 0.84).  Individuals who scored closer to five 
demonstrated higher levels of each trait.  I completed an exploratory factor analysis with 
one factor for each facet.  Results from the exploratory factor analyses indicated that 
items loaded onto one factor for each facet.  Factor loadings are displayed in Tables A12-
A17.  Results demonstrated good alpha internal reliability for neuroticism (a = .89), 
extraversion (a = .89), openness (a = .81), agreeableness (a = .84), conscientiousness (a 








Factor Analysis for Pilot Neuroticism Personality Measure 
 
Items Factor 1 
Neur -1 .891 
Neur -2 .855 
Neur -3 .938 
Neur -4 .694 
Neur -5 .637 
Neur -6 .323 
Neur -7 .582 
Neur -8 .454 
Neur -9 .394 
Neur -10 .691 





Factor Analysis for Pilot Extraversion Personality Measure 
 
Items Factor 1 
Extra -1 .745 
Extra -2 .751 
Extra -3 .814 
Extra -4 .748 
Extra -5 .773 
Extra -6 .544 
Extra -7 .674 
Extra -8 .523 
Extra -9 .473 
Extra -10 .707 







Factor Analysis for Pilot Openness Personality Measure 
 
Items Factor 1 
Open -1 .815 
Open -2 .486 
Open -3 .370 
Open -4 .316 
Open -5 .303 
Open -6 .419 
Open -7 .867 
Open -8 .501 
Open -9 .723 
Open -10 .371 





Factor Analysis for Pilot Agreeableness Personality Measure 
 
Items Factor 1 
Agree -1 .458 
Agree -2 .541 
Agree -3 .476 
Agree -4 .489 
Agree -5 .423 
Agree -6 .580 
Agree -7 .701 
Agree -8 .632 
Agree -9 .728 
Agree -10 .742 







Factor Analysis for Pilot Conscientiousness Personality Measure 
 
Items Factor 1 
Consc -1 .737 
Consc -2 .591 
Consc -3 .583 
Consc -4 .804 
Consc -5 .767 
Consc -6 .573 
Consc -7 .624 
Consc -8 .607 
Consc -9 .690 
Consc -10 .671 





Factor Analysis for Pilot Depression Personality Measure 
 
Items Factor 1 
Depress -1 .883 
Depress -2 .879 
Depress -3 .900 
Depress -4 .670 
Depress -5 .340 
Depress -6 .623 
Depress -7 .718 
Depress -8 .787 
Depress -9 .720 
Depress -10 .707 
Note.  Depress = Depression. 
 
Descriptive Statistics.  I measured relationships between each variable (Tables 





Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations Between Pilot Study Variables 
Note .  * p < .05, ** p < .01.  Measures’ Cronbach’s Alpha internal reliability included at the end of each row.  
  
 M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
1. LOC 1.50 0.17 .71          
2. Academic LOC 1.62 0.18 .45** .74         
3. Learned Helplessness 2.03 0.33 -.46** -.56** .83        
4. General Self-efficacy 3.96 0.56 .41** .55** -.71** .91       
5. Personal Self-efficacy 3.46 0.55 .45** .57** -.72** .66** .80      
6. Self-monitor FSB 3.34 0.59 .21** .10 -.21** .26** .17* .96     
7. Active Inquiry FSB 1.92 0.66 .03 -.07 .16* -.13 -.14 .18* .97    
8. Internal Attribution 6.11 0.85 .24** .13 -.20* .15* .16* .05 -.23** .73   
9. Stable Attribution 3.91 0.98 -.16* -.33** .22** -.27** -.28** -.11 .10 -.02 .85  
10. Global Attribution 3.96 1.09 -.10 -.27** .21** -.21** -.22** .00 .08 .13 .51** .85 
11. Cognitive Ability 0.72 0.13 -.02 -.02 -.09 .03 .07 .10 -.32** .08 .00 -.08 
12. Neuroticism 2.80 0.80 -.42** -.44** .53** -.47** -.48** -.05 .04 -.15 .04 .16 
13. Extraversion 3.08 0.75 .33** .24 -.33** .34** .28* .16 .10 .01 -.04 -.03 
14. Openness 3.62 0.61 -.04 -.02 -.01 -.05 -.02 -.09 -.11 -.03 .11 .03 
15. Agreeableness 3.73 0.57 .25* .28** -.35** .22 .30** .10** -.13** .08** -.10** -.07** 
16. Conscientiousness 3.55 0.64 .34** .55** -.48** .54** .58** .17 -.08 .06 -.20 -.12 
17. Depression 2.60 0.85 -.46** -.49** .56** -.52** -.51** -.07 .09 -.13 .08 .19 
 
 155 



















Note .  * p < .05, ** p < .01.  Measures’ Cronbach’s Alpha internal reliability included at the end of each row. OCB = Organizational 
citizenship behaviors.  CWB = Counterproductive work behaviors. BIT = Brief inventory of thriving (i.e., psychological well-being).  
   
 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 
1. LOC        
2. Academic LOC        
3. Learned Helplessness        
4. General Self-efficacy        
5. Personal Self-efficacy        
6. Self-monitor FSB        
7. Active Inquiry FSB        
8. Internal Attribution        
9. Stable Attribution        
10. Global Attribution        
11. Cognitive Ability .90       
12. Neuroticism .03 .89      
13. Extraversion -.17* -.43** .89     
14. Openness .31** .10 -.10 .81    
15. Agreeableness .08 -.28** .07 .33** .84   
16. Conscientiousness .03 -.34** .26** -.02 .35** .89  
17. Depression .00 .94** -.48** .10 -.30** -.42** .92 






 The purpose of this pilot study was to determine whether measures I used 
demonstrated appropriate alpha reliability, whether measures I used demonstrated 
appropriate factor loadings of items, and to ensure the FSB measure I created captured 
two underlying factors.  Alpha reliability analyses indicated each FSB factor 
demonstrated an appropriate alpha (a > .70).  Because my FSB measure demonstrated 2 
distinct underlying factors with high reliability (a > .90), I removed 32 self-monitoring 





Learned Helplessness Scale 
INSTRUCTIONS:  Please read the following statements carefully.  Use the scale below 
to indicate how well you believe each statement describes you and your feelings about 
yourself. 
 
1 (strongly agree)……………………………………………………………4 (strongly 
disagree) 
 
1. No matter how much energy I put into a task, I feel I have no control over the 
outcome. 
2. I feel that my ability to solve problems is the cause of my success. 
3. I can find solutions to difficult problems. 
4. I don’t place myself in situations in which I cannot predict the outcome. 
5. If I complete a task successfully, it is probably because of my ability. 
6. I have the ability to solve most of life’s problems. 
7. When I do not succeed at a task, I do not attempt any similar tasks because I feel 
that I would fail them also. 
8. When something doesn’t turn out the way I planned, I know it is because I didn’t 
have the ability to start with. 
9. Other people have more control over their success and/or failure than I do. 
10. I try new tasks if I have failed similar ones in the past. 
11. When I perform poorly, it is because I don’t have the ability to perform better. 
12. I accept tasks even if I am not sure that I will succeed at them. 
13. I feel that I have little control over the outcomes of my work. 
14. I am successful at most tasks I try. 
15. I feel that anyone else could be better than me in most tasks. 
16. I am able to reach my goals in life. 
17. When I don’t succeed at a task, I find myself blaming my own stupidity for my 
failure. 
18. No matter how hard I try, things never seem to work out the way I want them to. 
19. I feel that my success reflects my ability, not chance. 
20. My behavior seems to influence the success of a work group. 
 




Internal versus External Control of Reinforcement Scale 
INSTRUCTIONS:  Please read the following statements carefully.  For each pair of 
items, choose the statement that you most agree with.  
 
1. a. Children get into trouble because their parents punish them too much. 
b. The trouble with most children nowadays is that their parents are too easy with 
them. 
2. a. Many of the unhappy things in people’s lives are partly due to bad luck. 
b. People’s misfortunes result from the mistakes they make. 
3. a. One of the major reasons why we have wars is because people don’t take 
enough interest in politics. 
b. There will always be wars, no matter how hard people try to prevent them. 
4. a. In the long run people get the respect they deserve in this world. 
b. Unfortunately, an individual’s worth often passes unrecognized no matter how 
hard he tries. 
5. a. The idea that teachers are unfair to students is nonsense. 
b. Most students don’t realize the extent to which their grades are influenced by 
accidental happenings. 
6. a. Without the right breaks one cannot be an effective leader. 
b. Capable people who fail to become leaders have not taken advantage of their 
opportunities. 
7. a. No matter how hard you try some people just don’t like you. 
b. People who can’t get others to like them don’t understand how to get along 
with others. 
8. a. Heredity plays the major role in determining one’s personality. 
b. It is one’s experiences in life which determines what they’re like. 
9. a. I have often found that what is going to happen will happen. 
b. Trusting to fate has never turned out as well for me as making a decision to 
take a definite course of action. 
10. a. In the case of the well prepared student there is rarely if ever such a thing as an 
unfair test. 
b. Many times exam questions tend to be so unrelated to course work that 
studying is really useless. 
11. a. Becoming a success is a matter of hard work, luck has little or nothing to do 
with it. 
b. Getting a good job depends mainly on being in the right place at the right time. 
12. a. The average citizen can have an influence in government decisions. 
b. This world is run by the few people in power, and there is not much the little 
guy can do about it. 
13. a. When I make plans, I am almost certain that I can make them work. 
b. It is not always wise to plan too far ahead because many things turn out to be a 
matter of good or bad fortune anyhow. 
14. a. There are certain people who are just no good. 
 
 159 
b. There is some good in everybody. 
15. a. In my case getting what I want has little or nothing to do with luck. 
b. Many times we might just as well decide what to do by flipping a coin. 
16. a. Who gets to be the boss often depends on who was lucky enough to be in the 
right place first. 
b. Getting people to do the right thing depends upon ability, luck has little or 
nothing to do with it. 
17. a. As far as world affairs are concerned, most of us are the victims of forces we 
can neither understand, nor control. 
b. By taking an active part political and social affairs the people can control world 
events. 
18. a. Most people don’t realize the extent to which their lives are controlled by 
accidental happenings. 
b. There really is no such thing as “luck.” 
19. a. One should always be willing to admit mistakes. 
b. It is usually best to cover up one’s mistakes. 
20. a. It is hard to know whether or not a person really likes you. 
b. How many friends you have depends upon how nice a person you are. 
21. a. In the long run the bad things that happen to us are balanced by the good ones. 
b. Most misfortunes are the result of lack of ability, ignorance, laziness, or all 
three. 
22. a. With enough effort we can wipe out political corruption. 
b. It is difficult for people to have much control over the things politicians do in 
office. 
23. a. Sometimes I can’t understand how teachers arrive at the grades they give. 
b. There is a direct connection between how hard I study and the grades I get. 
24. a. A good leader expects people to decide for themselves what they should do. 
b. A good leader makes it clear to everybody what their jobs are. 
25. a. Many times I feel that I have little influence over the things that happen to me. 
b. It is impossible for me to believe that chance or luck plays an important role in 
my life. 
26. a. People are lonely because they don’t try to be friendly. 
b. There’s not much use in trying too hard to please people, if they like you, they 
like you. 
27. a. There is too much emphasis on athletics in high school. 
b. Team sports are an excellent way to build character. 
28. a. What happens to me is my own doing. 
b. Sometimes I feel that I don’t have enough control over the direction my life is 
taking. 
29. a. Most of the time I can’t understand why politicians behave the way they do. 
b. In the long run the people are responsible for bad government on a national as 
well as on a local level. 
 
Note.  Items 1, 8, 14, 19, 24, and 27 are filler items.  Choice A for items 2, 6, 7, 9, 16, 17, 
18, 20, 21, 23, 25, and 29 reflect external LOC.  Choice A for items 3, 4, 5, 10, 11, 12, 
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13, 15, 22, 26, and 28 reflect internal LOC.  Items 3, 4, 5, 10, 11, 12, 13, 15, 22, 26, and 




Revised Academic Locus of Control Scale 
INSTRUCTIONS:  Please read the following statements carefully.  Select true if you 
believe the statement is generally correct or false if you believe the statement is generally 
incorrect. 
 
1. I came to college because it was expected of me. 
2. I have largely determined my own career path. 
3. Some people have a knack for writing, while others will never write so well no 
matter how hard they try. 
4. There are some subjects in which I could never do well. 
5. I sometimes feel that there is nothing I can do to improve my situation. 
6. I never feel really hopeless – there is always something I can do to improve my 
situation. 
7. I would never allow social activities to affect my studies. 
8. Studying every day is important. 
9. For some courses it is not important to go to class. 
10. I consider myself highly motivated to achieve success in life. 
11. I am a good writer. 
12. Doing work on time is always important to me. 
13. I am easily distracted. 
14. I can be easily talked out of studying. 
15. I get depressed sometimes and then there is no way I can accomplish what I know 
I should be doing. 
16. Things will probably go wrong for me some time in the near future. 
17. I keep changing my mind about my career goals. 
18. I feel I will someday make a real contribution to the world if I work hard at it. 
19. There has been at least one instance in school where social activity impaired my 
academic performance. 
20. I would like to graduate from college, but there are more important things in my 
life. 
21. I plan well and I stick to my plans. 
 
Note.  Items 1, 3, 4, 5, 9, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 19, and 20 reflect external LOC.  Items 2, 6, 
7, 8, 10, 11, 12, 18, and 21 reflect internal LOC.  Items 2, 6, 7, 8, 10, 11, 12, 18, and 21 




New General Self-Efficacy Scale 
INSTRUCTIONS:  Please read the following statements carefully.  Use the scale below 
to indicate how well you believe each statement describes you and your general feelings 
about yourself. 
 
1 (strongly disagree)……………………………………………………………5 (strongly 
agree) 
 
1. I will be able to achieve most of the goals that I have set for myself. 
2. When facing difficult tasks, I am certain that I will accomplish them. 
3. In general, I think I can obtain outcomes that are more important to me. 
4. I believe I can succeed at most any endeavor to which I set my mind. 
5. I will be able to successfully overcome many challenges. 
6. I am confident that I can perform effectively on many different tasks. 
7. Compared to other people, I can do most tasks very well. 





(Academic) Personal Efficacy Beliefs Scale 
INSTRUCTIONS:  Please read the following statements carefully.  Think about your 
ability to do tasks required by your classes. Use the scale below to indicate how well you 
believe each statement relates to your skills and ability to perform your classwork.   
 
1 (strongly disagree)……………………………………………………………5 (strongly 
agree) 
 
1. I have confidence in my ability to do my classwork. 
2. There are some tasks required by my classes that I cannot do well. 
3. When my performance is poor, it is due to my lack of ability. 
4. I doubt my ability to do my classwork. 
5. I have all the skills needed to perform my classwork very well. 
6. Most other students can do this job better than I can. 
7. I am an expert in class. 
8. My future post-graduation is limited because of my lack of skills. 
9. I am very proud of my skills and abilities pertaining to classwork. 
10. I feel threatened when others watch me work. 
 





(Academic) Self-Monitoring Scale 
INSTRUCTIONS:  Please read the following statements carefully. Use the scale below to 
indicate the extent to which you believe each statement matches your experiences at 
school. 
 
1 (never)……………………………………………………………5 (very frequently) 
 
1. From watching other student(s)’ reactions, I can tell how well I am doing. 
2. From watching other student(s)’ reactions, I can tell whether I have good study 
habits. 
3. From watching others’ reactions, I can tell how well I am performing my work. 
4. Because of the reactions of others, I can tell if my classwork is adequate. 
5. From watching my friend(s)’ reactions, I can tell how well I am performing my 
classwork. 
6. Because of the reactions of my friend(s), I can tell if my schoolwork is adequate. 
7. Because of the reactions of my family member(s), I can tell if my work is 
adequate. 
8. By checking my family member(s)’ reactions, I can tell whether I am doing things 
that should be done for school. 
9. By checking professor(s)’ reactions, I can tell whether I am doing things that 
should be done for school. 
10. From watching professor(s)’ reactions, I can tell whether I have good study 
habits. 
11. Through observing faculty’s reactions, I can tell if my work is being done right. 
12. By checking faculty’s reactions, I can tell whether I am doing things that should 
be done for school. 
13. From the difficulty to answer questions, I can tell how well I am performing my 
classwork. 
14. From the difficulty to complete assignments, I can tell if my classwork is being 
done right. 
15. From the amount of time it takes to complete assignments, I can tell if my 
classwork is being done right. 
16. From the amount of time it takes to answer questions, I can tell whether I am 
doing things that should be done for school. 
17. From the number of questions I find myself asking about my courses, I can tell if 
my classwork is being done right. 
18. From the number of questions I find myself asking about my courses, I can tell 





(Academic) Active Inquiry Scale 
INSTRUCTIONS:  Please read the following statements carefully. Use the scale below to 
indicate the extent to which you believe each statement matches your experiences at 
school. 
 
1 (never)……………………………………………………………5 (very frequently) 
 
1. I ask other student(s) if they think I will pass my classes. 
2. I ask other student(s) what they think I should be doing. 
3. I ask other student(s) how they think I am doing. 
4. I ask other student(s) if they think I should be working harder. 
5. I ask other classmate(s) if they think I will pass my classes. 
6. I ask other classmate(s) what they think I should be doing. 
7. I ask other classmate(s) how they think I am doing. 
8. I ask other classmate(s) if they think I should be working harder. 
9. I ask others if they think I will pass my classes. 
10. I ask others what they think I should be doing. 
11. I ask others how they think I am doing. 
12. I ask others if they think I should be working harder. 
13. I ask my friend(s) if they think I will pass my classes. 
14. I ask my friend(s) what they think I should be doing. 
15. I ask my friend(s) how they think I am doing. 
16. I ask my friend(s) if they think I should be working harder. 
17. I ask my family member(s) if they think I will pass my classes. 
18. I ask my family member(s) if they think people like working with me. 
19. I ask my family member(s) if they think I should be working harder. 
20. I ask my family member(s) to see if they think my work is correct. 
21. I ask faculty if they think I will pass my classes. 
22. I ask faculty if they think people like working with me. 
23. I ask faculty how they think I am doing. 









Gender: Male Female Other  Choose not to answer 
 
Ethnicity: Black/African American Asian/Pacific  Hispanic  
   Native American  White/Caucasian Mixed  
Other    Choose not to answer 
 
Grade level: High School Student Freshman Sophomore Junior  Senior 
   Senior 5+ Years Graduate Student Non-degree seeking
 Other 
 
Cumulative GPA (please report to 2 decimal places using a 4-point scale, e.g., 3.15):  
 




In-Role Behavior Performance 
 
INSTRUCTIONS:  Please read the following statements carefully.  Use the scale below 
to indicate your agreement or disagreement with each of the following statements. 
 
1 (Strongly Disagree)……………………………………………………….…7 (Strongly 
Agree) 
 
1. I adequately complete assigned work. 
2. I fulfill the responsibilities specified by my classes. 
3. I perform tasks that are expected of myself. 
4. I meet formal performance requirements of my classes. 
5. I engage in activities that will directly affect my grades. 
6. I neglect aspects of the class I am obligated to perform. 
7. I fail to perform essential requirements of class. 
 




(Academic) Organizational Citizenship Behaviors 
INSTRUCTIONS:  Below are statements describing people’s behaviors at school.  Please 
use the rating scale below to describe how accurately each statement describes you at 
school and only at school.  Describe yourself as you generally are now, not as you wish 
to be in the future.  
 
1 (never)…………………………………………………………………….…7 (always) 
 
At school, how frequently do you engage in these behaviors? 
 
Organizational Citizenship Behavior – Individual Items 
1. Help others who have been absent. 
2. Willingly give your time to help others who have school-related problems. 
3. Adjust your class schedule to accommodate other students’ requests to miss class. 
4. Go out of the way to make newer students feel welcome at school. 
5. Show genuine concern and courtesy toward other students, even under the most 
trying classes or personal situations. 
6. Give up time to help others who have school or non-school problems. 
7. Assist others with their duties. 
8. Share personal property with others to help their classwork. 
Organizational Citizenship Behavior – Organization Items 
1. Attend functions that are not required but that help the school image. 
2. Keep up with developments in the school. 
3. Defend the school when other students criticize it. 
4. Show pride when representing the school in public. 
5. Offer ideas to improve the functioning of the school. 
6. Express loyalty toward the school. 
7. Take action to protect the school from potential problems. 





(Academic) Counterproductive Work Behaviors 
INSTRUCTIONS:  Below are statements describing people’s behaviors during class.  
Please use the rating scale below to describe how accurately each statement describes you 
during class and only during class.  Describe yourself as you generally are now, not as 
you wish to be in the future.  
 
1 (never)…………………………………………………………………….…7 (always) 
 
During class, how frequently do you engage in these behaviors? 
 
Counterproductive Work Behaviors – Individual Items 
1. Made fun of someone during class. 
2. Said something hurtful to someone during class. 
3. Made an ethnic, religious, or racial remark during class. 
4. Cursed at someone during class. 
5. Played a mean prank on someone during class. 
6. Acted rudely toward someone during class. 
7. Publicly embarrassed someone during class. 
Counterproductive Work Behaviors – Organization Items 
1. Taken property from a class without permission. 
2. Spent too much time fantasizing or daydreaming instead of working. 
3. Falsified a receipt to get reimbursed for more money than you spent on school 
expenses. 
4. Taken an additional or longer break than is acceptable during class. 
5. Come in late to class without permission. 
6. Littered your class environment. 
7. Neglected to follow your teacher’s instructions. 
8. Intentionally worked slower than you could have worked. 
9. Discussed confidential class information (e.g., an exam or assignment) with another 
student. 
10. Used an illegal drug or consumed alcohol during or immediately before class. 
11. Put little effort into your work. 





Satisfaction With Life Scale 
INSTRUCTIONS:  Please read the following statements carefully.  Use the scale below 
to indicate your agreement or disagreement with each of the following statements. Please 
be open and honest in your responding. 
 
1 (Strongly Disagree)……………………………………………………….…7 (Strongly 
Agree) 
 
1. In most ways my life is close to ideal. 
2. The conditions of my life are excellent. 
3. I am satisfied with my life. 
4. So far I have gotten the important things I want in life. 





Brief Inventory of Thriving 
INSTRUCTIONS:  Please read the following statements carefully.  Use the scale below 
to indicate your agreement or disagreement with each of the following statements. 
 
1 (Strongly Disagree)……………………………………………………….…5 (Strongly 
Agree) 
 
1. There are people who appreciate me as a person. 
2. I feel a sense of belonging in my community.  
3. In most activities I do, I feel energized.  
4. I am achieving most of my goals. 
5. I can succeed if I put my mind to it. 
6. What I do in life is valuable and worthwhile. 
7. My life has a clear sense of purpose. 
8. I am optimistic about my future. 
9. My life is going well. 






Academic Attributional Style Questionnaire 
 
INSTRUCTIONS:  Please try to vividly imagine yourself in the situations that follow.  If 
such a situation happened to you, what would you feel would have caused it?  While 
events may have many causes, we want you to pick only one – the major cause if this 
event happened to you.  Please write this cause in the blank provided after each event.  
Next we want you to answer some questions about the cause and a final question about 
the situation. 
 
To summarize we want you to: 
1. Read each situation and vividly imagine it happening to you. 
2. Decide what you feel would be the major cause of the situation if it happened 
to you. 
3. Write one cause in the blank provided. 
4. Answer three questions about the cause. 
5. Answer one question about the situation. 
6. Go to the next situation. 
 
 
1. You cannot get all the reading done that your instructor assigns. 
a. Write down the one major cause ___________________ 
b. Is the cause of this situation due to you or to something about other people 
or circumstances?  
(circle one number) 
1 (Totally due to other people or circumstances)…………7 (Totally due to 
me) 
c. In the future will this cause again be present? 
(circle one number) 
1 (Will never again be present)…………7 (Will always be present) 
d. Does the cause just influence this situation or does it influence other areas 
of your life?  
(circle one number) 
1 (Influences just this particular situation)…7 (Influences all situations in 
my life) 
 
2. You fail a final exam. 
a. Write down the one major cause ___________________ 
b. Is the cause of this situation due to you or to something about other people 
or circumstances?  
(circle one number) 
1 (Totally due to other people or circumstances)…………7 (Totally due to 
me) 
c. In the future will this cause again be present? 
(circle one number) 
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1 (Will never again be present)…………7 (Will always be present) 
d. Does the cause just influence this situation or does it influence other areas 
of your life?  
(circle one number) 
1 (Influences just this particular situation)…7 (Influences all situations in 
my life) 
 
3. You show up for a class and find to your surprise that there is a quiz. 
a. Write down the one major cause ___________________ 
b. Is the cause of this situation due to you or to something about other people 
or circumstances?  
(circle one number) 
1 (Totally due to other people or circumstances)…………7 (Totally due to 
me) 
c. In the future will this cause again be present? 
(circle one number) 
1 (Will never again be present)…………7 (Will always be present) 
d. Does the cause just influence this situation or does it influence other areas 
of your life?  
(circle one number) 
1 (Influences just this particular situation)…7 (Influences all situations in 
my life) 
 
4. You are on academic probation. 
a. Write down the one major cause ___________________ 
b. Is the cause of this situation due to you or to something about other people 
or circumstances?  
(circle one number) 
1 (Totally due to other people or circumstances)…………7 (Totally due to 
me) 
c. In the future will this cause again be present? 
(circle one number) 
1 (Will never again be present)…………7 (Will always be present) 
d. Does the cause just influence this situation or does it influence other areas 
of your life?  
(circle one number) 
1 (Influences just this particular situation)…7 (Influences all situations in 
my life) 
 
5. You do not have high enough grades to switch to your desired major. 
a. Write down the one major cause ___________________ 
b. Is the cause of this situation due to you or to something about other people 
or circumstances?  
(circle one number) 




c. In the future will this cause again be present? 
(circle one number) 
1 (Will never again be present)…………7 (Will always be present) 
d. Does the cause just influence this situation or does it influence other areas 
of your life?  
(circle one number) 
1 (Influences just this particular situation)…7 (Influences all situations in 
my life) 
 
6. You cannot solve a single problem in a set of 20 assigned as homework. 
a. Write down the one major cause ___________________ 
b. Is the cause of this situation due to you or to something about other people 
or circumstances?  
(circle one number) 
1 (Totally due to other people or circumstances)…………7 (Totally due to 
me) 
c. In the future will this cause again be present? 
(circle one number) 
1 (Will never again be present)…………7 (Will always be present) 
d. Does the cause just influence this situation or does it influence other areas 
of your life?  
(circle one number) 
1 (Influences just this particular situation)…7 (Influences all situations in 
my life) 
 
7. You are dismissed from the university because your grades are too low. 
a. Write down the one major cause ___________________ 
b. Is the cause of this situation due to you or to something about other people 
or circumstances?  
(circle one number) 
1 (Totally due to other people or circumstances)…………7 (Totally due to 
me) 
c. In the future will this cause again be present? 
(circle one number) 
1 (Will never again be present)…………7 (Will always be present) 
d. Does the cause just influence this situation or does it influence other areas 
of your life?  
(circle one number) 
1 (Influences just this particular situation)…7 (Influences all situations in 
my life) 
 
8. You cannot get started writing a paper. 
a. Write down the one major cause ___________________ 
b. Is the cause of this situation due to you or to something about other people 
or circumstances?  
(circle one number) 
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1 (Totally due to other people or circumstances)…………7 (Totally due to 
me) 
c. In the future will this cause again be present? 
(circle one number) 
1 (Will never again be present)…………7 (Will always be present) 
d. Does the cause just influence this situation or does it influence other areas 
of your life?  
(circle one number) 
1 (Influences just this particular situation)…7 (Influences all situations in 
my life) 
 
9. You cannot find a book in the library. 
a. Write down the one major cause ___________________ 
b. Is the cause of this situation due to you or to something about other people 
or circumstances?  
(circle one number) 
1 (Totally due to other people or circumstances)…………7 (Totally due to 
me) 
c. In the future will this cause again be present? 
(circle one number) 
1 (Will never again be present)…………7 (Will always be present) 
d. Does the cause just influence this situation or does it influence other areas 
of your life?  
(circle one number) 
1 (Influences just this particular situation)…7 (Influences all situations in 
my life) 
 
10. The required textbook for a course is unavailable in the school bookstore. 
a. Write down the one major cause ___________________ 
b. Is the cause of this situation due to you or to something about other people 
or circumstances?  
(circle one number) 
1 (Totally due to other people or circumstances)…………7 (Totally due to 
me) 
c. In the future will this cause again be present? 
(circle one number) 
1 (Will never again be present)…………7 (Will always be present) 
d. Does the cause just influence this situation or does it influence other areas 
of your life?  
(circle one number) 
1 (Influences just this particular situation)…7 (Influences all situations in 
my life) 
 
11. You get a D in a course required for your major. 
a. Write down the one major cause ___________________ 
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b. Is the cause of this situation due to you or to something about other people 
or circumstances?  
(circle one number) 
1 (Totally due to other people or circumstances)…………7 (Totally due to 
me) 
c. In the future will this cause again be present? 
(circle one number) 
1 (Will never again be present)…………7 (Will always be present) 
d. Does the cause just influence this situation or does it influence other areas 
of your life?  
(circle one number) 
1 (Influences just this particular situation)…7 (Influences all situations in 
my life) 
 
12. You cannot understand the points a lecturerer makes. 
a. Write down the one major cause ___________________ 
b. Is the cause of this situation due to you or to something about other people 
or circumstances?  
(circle one number) 
1 (Totally due to other people or circumstances)…………7 (Totally due to 
me) 
c. In the future will this cause again be present? 
(circle one number) 
1 (Will never again be present)…………7 (Will always be present) 
d. Does the cause just influence this situation or does it influence other areas 
of your life?  
(circle one number) 












INSTRUCTIONS:  In the test below, the first word in each line is printed in capital 
letters.  Below it are four other words.  Shade in the circle next to the word that means the 
same thing, or most nearly the same thing as the first word.  If you do not know, guess.  






















INSTRUCTIONS:  Complete the following by filling in either a number or a letter for 
each dash (___).  Do the items in order, but do not spend too much time on any one item. 
 
 




Revised NEO-Personality Inventory  
 
INSTRUCTIONS:  Below are phrases describing people's behaviors. Please use the 
rating scale below to describe how accurately each statement describes you. Describe 
yourself as you generally are now, not as you wish to be in the future.  
 
1 (very inaccurate)……………………………………………………………5 (very 
accurate) 
 
1. Often feel blue. 
2. Dislike myself. 
3. Am often down in the dumps. 
4. Have frequent mood swings. 
5. Panic easily. 
6. Seldom feel blue. 
7. Feel comfortable with myself. 
8. Rarely get irritated. 
9. Am not easily bothered by things. 
10. Am very pleased with myself. 
11. Feel comfortable around people. 
12. Make friends easily. 
13. Am skilled in handling social situations. 
14. Am the life of the party. 
15. Know how to captivate people. 
16. Have little to say. 
17. Keep in the background. 
18. Would describe my experiences as somewhat dull. 
19. Don't like to draw attention to myself. 
20. Don't talk a lot. 
21. Believe in the importance of art. 
22. Have a vivid imagination. 
23. Tend to vote for liberal political candidates. 
24. Carry the conversation to a higher level. 
25. Enjoy hearing new ideas. 
26. Am not interested in abstract ideas. 
27. Do not like art. 
28. Avoid philosophical discussions. 
29. Do not enjoy going to art museums. 
30. Tend to vote for conservative political candidates. 
31. Have a good word for everyone. 
32. Believe that others have good intentions. 
33. Respect others. 
34. Accept people as they are. 
35. Make people feel at ease. 
36. Have a sharp tongue. 
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37. Cut others to pieces. 
38. Suspect hidden motives in others. 
39. Get back at others. 
40. Insult people. 
41. Am always prepared. 
42. Pay attention to details. 
43. Get chores done right away. 
44. Carry out my plans. 
45. Make plans and stick to them. 
46. Waste my time. 
47. Find it difficult to get down to work. 
48. Do just enough work to get by. 
49. Don't see things through. 
50. Shirk my duties. 
51. Have a low opinion of myself. 
52. Feel desperate. 
53. Feel that my life lacks direction. 
 
Neuroticism items: 1-10 
Extraversion items: 11-20 
Openness items: 21-30 
Agreeableness items: 31-40 
Conscientiousness items: 41-50 
Depression items: 1-4, 6, 7, 10, 51-53 
 





 Appendix R 
 
Investigators: Nicholas Kovacs (kovacs.13@wright.edu) 
WSU Psychology Department, Fawcett Hall Room 335,  
Dayton, OH 45435 
 
Dr. Debra Steele-Johnson (debra.steele-johnson@wright.edu) 
WSU Psychology Department, Fawcett Hall Room 335, 
Dayton, OH 45435 
 
Study site:  Online at a time and location of your choosing 
 
If you have general questions about giving consent or your rights as a research participant 
in this research study, you can call the Wright State University Institutional Review 




You are invited to participate in a research study.  The study is being conducted by 
Nicholas Kovacs (student in the WSU IO/HF PhD Program) and Dr. Debra Steele-




The purpose of this research study is to examine the effects of various personality 




In this study, you will be asked to complete several online questionnaires.  Completion of 
the online surveys is self-paced.  You may leave the survey and return to complete it at 
any time, so long as the study is still open.  If you leave the survey, you must use the 
same device (i.e., the same phone or laptop) to complete the survey.  You will receive 
SONA research credits for completing all of the questionnaires. These surveys will be 
used to measure aspects of your personality, motivation, and academic ability.  You may 
decline to answer any questions that may make you uncomfortable.  This study will take 




There is minimal risk and discomfort anticipated as part of or as a result of this research 
study.  The primary risk is fatigue resulting from responding to the questionnaires.  
Additionally, some items may cause discomfort or result in positive or negative feelings.  
Any information about you obtained from this study will be kept strictly confidential and 







The possible benefits of this study include the gaining of knowledge about human 
psychology that can improve individual performance.  The knowledge gained may not 
benefit you directly.  The information learned in this study may be helpful to others.  You 








Total privacy cannot be guaranteed.  We will protect your privacy to the extent permitted 
by law.  If the results from this study are published, your name will not be made public.  
Once your information leaves our institution, we cannot promise that others will keep it 
private.  Results of the study will show only aggregated (combined) data.  No individual 
results will be available.   
 
Your information may be shared with the following: 
 
• The Wright State IRB and Office of Research and Sponsored Programs   




To ensure data collected is secured, your data will be kept in a either a password 




Taking part in this study is voluntary.  You may choose not to take part at all.  If you 
decide to be in this study you may stop taking part at any time. If you decide not to be in 
this study or if you stop taking part at any time, you will not lose any benefits for which 
you may qualify.   
 
Research Subject’s Rights, Questions, Concerns, and Complaints 
 
You may contact the principal investigator, Nicholas Kovacs, at kovacs.13@wright.edu 
and his faculty advisor, Dr. Debra Steele-Johnson, at debra.steele-johnson@wright.edu. 
 
If you have any questions about your rights as a study subject, questions, concerns or 
complaints, you may call the Wright State IRB Office (937) 775-4462.  You may discuss 
any questions about your rights as a subject with a member of the IRB or staff.  The IRB 
is an independent committee composed of members of the University community, staff of 
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the institutions, as well as lay members of the community not connected with these 
institutions.  The IRB has reviewed this study. 
 
This form tells you what will happen during the study if you choose to take part.  We also 
ask for your permission to get information about your academic performance.  If you 
provide consent by clicking “I Agree” below, you are giving us permission to gather your 
final course grade and final exam grade to use as measures of your academic 
performance.  Your UID will be used to link your survey answers to your grades.  Once 
answers and grades are linked, any information that can be used to identify you will be 
removed.  Clicking the “I Agree” button below and continuing with the questionnaires 
implies that this study has been discussed with you, that your questions have been 
answered, that you give us permission to get information about your academic 
performance, and that you will take part in the study.  This informed consent document is 
not a contract.  You are not giving up any legal rights by signing this informed consent 
document.  Your decision to participate or to not participate will not adversely affect your 
standing at this institution or cause a loss of benefits to which you might otherwise be 
entitled.  There is no penalty of any kind for either non-participation or withdrawal at any 
time.  You may request a copy of this consent to keep for your records by contacting the 




Please indicate your agreement to participate in this study.  If you choose not to 
participate you may close your browser now. 
 






THANK YOU FOR YOUR PARTICIPATION 
 
The experiment you just completed examines the relationships between various 
personality variables and various motivational constructs. 
 
Prior research has examined relationships between personality variables and motivational 
variables and behavior in organizations.  We are interested in whether some of these 
personality variables are better predictors of motivation and performance. 
 
With data from you and other individuals, we are discovering more about how 
personality might relate to motivation and performance in organizations. 
 
Please do not discuss these surveys with anyone else because it is important that future 
participants know nothing about the experiment before they participate in the same 
experiment.  The data you provide today is important to us, and we appreciate your help.  
If you have any questions or comments about today’s experiments, please talk to the 
researcher, Nicholas Kovacs at kovacs.13@wright.edu or contact Dr. Debra Steele-





Tables and figures related to psychometric properties of measures used in Study 1. 
 





Factor Analysis for Learned Helplessness Measure from Prior Research (Quinless & 
Nelson, 1988) 
 
Items Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5 
LH -1 .032 -.227 -.685 -.017 -.251 
LH -2 .181 .021 -.234 .724 .137 
LH -3 .188 -.298 -.623 .300 .078 
LH -4 .144 -.219 -.022 -.157 -.708 
LH -5 .394 -.078 -.625 -.005 -.179 
LH -6 .040 -.241 -.640 .139 .060 
LH -7 .579 -.257 -.375 .257 -.115 
LH -8 .577 -.162 -.338 .362 -.009 
LH -9 .289 -.663 -.180 .094 .130 
LH -10 .781 -.230 -.180 .003 -.089 
LH -11 .728 -.180 -.058 .247 -.004 
LH -12 .580 -.176 .087 .157 -.486 
LH -13 .509 -.139 -.546 -.124 -.060 
LH -14 -.027 -.135 -.400 .220 -.650 
LH -15 .340 -.175 -.467 .196 -.337 
LH -16 .206 -.688 -.179 .075 -.103 
LH -17 .174 -.246 .044 .732 -.204 
LH -18 .197 -.743 -.198 .178 -.195 
LH -19 .039 -.687 -.195 .122 -.267 
LH -20 .132 -.662 -.154 -.056 -.175 

























LH -1 .602 .590 .250  .534 .114 .102  .432 
LH -2 .427  .636 .122  .537 .156  .308 
LH -3 .366  .466 .191  .442 .191  .145 
LH -4 .237 .194  .323 .179  .316   
LH -5 .163  .358   .305   .170 
LH -6 .353 .136 .392 .119 .217 .480    
LH -7 .612 .460 .111 .606 .489  .638   
LH -8 .489 .572  .112 .541  .112 .244  
LH -9 .563 .513  .300 .431  .313 .238 .108 
LH -10 .447 .110 .255 .668 .104 .237 .651   
LH -11 .488 .486 .107 .134 .311  .181 .892 .125 
LH -12 .206  .148 .284  .128 .308 .140  
LH -13 .568 .596 .311  .503 .163  .141 .480 
LH -14 .385 .111 .595  .141 .714    
LH -15 .523 .471 .182 .163 .512 .226 .143   
LH -16 .437 .192 .403 .208 .142 .368 .225 .133 .156 
LH -17 .320 .408   .499     
LH -18 .621 .578 .288  .558 .227 .106  .258 
LH -19 .191  .265   .125   .379 
LH -20 .373 .130 .392 .183  .307 .225 .110 .283 
Note.  Blank factor loading values represent a factor loading < .100.  LH = Learned 
helplessness. 
 






Factor Analysis for Study 1 General LOC Measure 
 
Items Factor 1 
LOC -2 .281 
LOC -3 -.141 
LOC -4 .212 
LOC -5 .201 
LOC -6 .243 
LOC -7  
LOC -9 .198 
LOC -10 .277 
LOC -11 .382 
LOC -12 .138 
LOC -13 .148 
LOC -15 .410 
LOC -16 .372 
LOC -17 .188 
LOC -18 .415 
LOC -20 .171 
LOC -21 .223 
LOC -22  
LOC -23 .380 
LOC -25 .624 
LOC -26 .206 
LOC -28 .589 
LOC -29 .233 
Note. Items 1, 8, 14, 19, 24, and 27 were filler items and were excluded from analyses.  












Factor Analysis for Study 1 academic LOC Measure 
 
Items Factor 1 
ALOC -1 .240 
ALOC -2 .200 
ALOC -3 .213 
ALOC -4 .248 
ALOC -5 .441 
ALOC -6 .559 
ALOC -7 .430 
ALOC -8 .199 
ALOC -9 .229 
ALOC -10 .458 
ALOC -11  
ALOC -12 .170 
ALOC -13 .434 
ALOC -14 .505 
ALOC -15 .545 
ALOC -16 .492 
ALOC -17 .198 
ALOC -18 .204 
ALOC -19 .213 
ALOC -20  
ALOC -21 .496 





Factor Analysis for Study 1 General Self-Efficacy Measure 
 
Items Factor 1 
GSE -1 .674 
GSE -2 .687 
GSE -3 .588 
GSE -4 .733 
GSE -5 .718 
GSE -6 .770 
GSE -7 .626 
GSE -8 .678 









Factor Analysis for Study 1 Task-Specific Self-Efficacy Measure 
 
Items Factor 1 
PSE -1 .572 
PSE -2 .453 
PSE -3 .345 
PSE -4 .740 
PSE -5 .522 
PSE -6 .674 
PSE -7 .329 
PSE -8 .587 
PSE -9 .575 
PSE -10 .447 
Note.  PSE = Task-specific self-efficacy. 
 
 






Factor Analysis for Study 1 Self-monitoring FSB Measure 
 
Items Factor 1 
SM -1 .737 
SM -2 .612 
SM -3 .751 
SM -4 .749 
SM -5 .807 
SM -6 .817 
SM -7 .442 
SM -8 .401 
SM -9 .439 
SM -10 .404 
SM -11 .386 
SM -12 .414 
SM -13 .305 
SM -14 .302 
SM -15 .344 
SM -16 .354 
SM -17 .412 
SM -18 .416 
Note.  SM = Self-monitoring FSB. 
 
 






Factor Analysis for Study 1 Active Inquiry FSB Measure 
 
Items Factor 1 
AI -1 .753 
AI -2  .616 
AI -3 .736 
AI -4  .822 
AI -5 .766 
AI -6 .733 
AI -7  .783 
AI -8 .847 
AI -9 .779 
AI -10 .691 
AI -11 .702 
AI -12 .771 
AI -13 .708 
AI -14 .602 
AI -15 .688 
AI -16 .626 
AI -17 .631 
AI -18 .576 
AI -19 .525 
AI -20 .486 
AI -21 .559 
AI -22 .620 
AI -23 .438 
AI -24 .525 




















Factor Analysis for Study 1 FSB Measure 
 
Items Factor 1 Factor 2 
SM-1  .730 
SM-2  .598 
SM-3  .754 
SM-4  .752 
SM-5  .820 
SM-6  .830 
SM-7  .448 
SM-8  .402 
SM-9  .456 
SM-10  .414 
SM-11  .385 
SM-12  .423 
SM-13  .323 
SM-14  .305 
SM-15 .117 .327 
SM-16  .353 
SM-17  .419 
SM-18  .420 
AI-1 .763  
AI-2 .617  
AI-3 .730  
AI-4 .828  
AI-5 .781  
AI-6 .737  
Note.  Blank factor loading values represent a factor loading < .100.  SM = Self-





Table T9 (continued) 
 
Items Factor 1 Factor 2 
AI-7 .788  
AI-8 .859  
AI-9 .788  
AI-10 .696  
AI-11 .714  
AI-12 .782  
AI-13 .705  
AI-14 .583  
AI-15 .676  
AI-16 .608  
AI-17 .630  
AI-18 .568  
AI-19 .518  
AI-20 .479  
AI-21 .561  
AI-22 .627  
AI-23 .431  
AI-24 .516  
Note.  Blank factor loading values represent a factor loading < .100.  SM = Self-




Factor Analysis for Study 1 In-role Behaviors Measure 
 
Items Factor 1 
IRB -1 .738 
IRB -2 .877 
IRB -3 .854 
IRB -4 .783 
IRB -5 .395 
IRB -6 .615 
IRB -7 .670 







Factor Analysis for Study 1 Organizational citizenship Behaviors Measure 
 
Items Factor 1 Factor 2 
OCB -1 -.117 .792 
OCB -2  .861 
OCB -3  .420 
OCB -4 .121 .665 
OCB -5  .671 
OCB -6 -.108 .858 
OCB -7  .765 
OCB -8  .617 
OCB -9 .501 .244 
OCB -10 .514 .189 
OCB -11 .835  
OCB -12 .870 -.141 
OCB -13 .570 .190 
OCB -14 .918 -.190 
OCB -15 .769  
OCB -16 .775  
Note.  Blank factor loading values represent a factor loading < .100.  OCB = 




Factor Analysis for Study 1 Organizational citizenship Behaviors Individual Facet 
 
Items Factor 1 
OCB -1 .723 
OCB -2 .833 
OCB -3 .361 
OCB -4 .712 
OCB -5 .712 
OCB -6 .804 
OCB -7 .741 
OCB -8 .652 







Factor Analysis for Study 1 Organizational citizenship Behaviors Organizational Facet 
 
Items Factor 1 
OCB -9 .653 
OCB -10 .639 
OCB -11 .807 
OCB -12 .760 
OCB -13 .707 
OCB -14 .778 
OCB -15 .809 
OCB -16 .799 




Factor Analysis for Study 1 Counterproductive Work Behaviors Measure 
 
Items Factor 1 Factor 2 
CWB -1 .363 .320 
CWB -2 .681 .158 
CWB -3 .874 -.165 
CWB -4 .381 .330 
CWB -5 .894  
CWB -6 .484 .336 
CWB -7 .913  
CWB -8 .763  
CWB -9 -.332 .765 
CWB -10 .937 -.189 
CWB -11 .145 .558 
CWB -12  .657 
CWB -13 .724 .105 
CWB -14 .327 .448 
CWB -15 -.134 .867 
CWB -16 .287 .380 
CWB -17 .567  
CWB -18  .744 
CWB -19  .753 
Note.  Blank factor loading values represent a factor loading < .100.  CWB = 








Factor Analysis for Study 1 Counterproductive Work Behaviors Individual Facet 
 
Items Factor 1 
CWB -1 .664 
CWB -2 .851 
CWB -3 .711 
CWB -4 .701 
CWB -5 .863 
CWB -6 .770 
CWB -7 .852 





Factor Analysis for Study 1 Counterproductive Work Behaviors Organizational Facet 
 
Items Factor 1 
CWB -8 .758 
CWB -9 .386 
CWB -10 .689 
CWB -11 .671 
CWB -12 .592 
CWB -13 .790 
CWB -14 .740 
CWB -15 .653 
CWB -16 .633 
CWB -17 .649 
CWB -18 .599 
CWB -19 .683 





Factor Analysis for Study 1 Satisfaction with Life Measure 
 
Items Factor 1 
SWL -1 .816 
SWL -2 .826 
SWL -3 .851 
SWL -4 .774 
SWL -5 .589 






Factor Analysis for Study 1 Psychological Well-being Measure 
 
Items Factor 1 
BIT -1 .474 
BIT -2 .712 
BIT -3 .692 
BIT -4 .750 
BIT -5 .527 
BIT -6 .696 
BIT -7 .744 
BIT -8 .763 
BIT -9 .742 
BIT -10 .702 





Factor Analysis for Study 1 Internal Versus External Attribution Measure 
 
Items Factor 1 
ASQ -2 .257 
ASQ -6 .561 
ASQ -10 .348 
ASQ -14 .554 
ASQ -18 .677 
ASQ -22 .473 
ASQ -26 .686 
ASQ -30 .303 
ASQ -34 .342 
ASQ -38 .229 
ASQ -42 .553 
ASQ -46 .240 







Factor Analysis for Study 1 Stable Versus Unstable Attribution Measure 
 
Items Factor 1 
ASQ -3 .434 
ASQ -7 .603 
ASQ -11 .448 
ASQ -15 .684 
ASQ -19 .781 
ASQ -23 .634 
ASQ -27 .670 
ASQ -31 .539 
ASQ -35 .312 
ASQ -39 .379 
ASQ -43 .800 
ASQ -47 .578 




Factor Analysis for Study 1 Global Versus Specific Attribution Measure 
 
Items Factor 1 
ASQ -4 .195 
ASQ -8 .592 
ASQ -12 .422 
ASQ -16 .654 
ASQ -20 .677 
ASQ -24 .503 
ASQ -28 .681 
ASQ -32 .395 
ASQ -36 .359 
ASQ -40 .389 
ASQ -44 .674 
ASQ -48 .504 







Factor Analysis for Study 1 Neuroticism Personality Measure 
 
Items Factor 1 
Neur -1 .848 
Neur -2 .908 
Neur -3 .887 
Neur -4 .621 
Neur -5 .522 
Neur -6 .243 
Neur -7 .590 
Neur -8 .226 
Neur -9 .264 
Neur -10 .735 





Factor Analysis for Study 1 Extraversion Personality Measure 
 
Items Factor 1 
Extra -1 .714 
Extra -2 .780 
Extra -3 .782 
Extra -4 .769 
Extra -5 .714 
Extra -6 .600 
Extra -7 .797 
Extra -8 .615 
Extra -9 .572 
Extra -10 .750 








Factor Analysis for Study 1 Openness Personality Measure 
 
Items Factor 1 
Open -1 .839 
Open -2 .532 
Open -3 .345 
Open -4 .343 
Open -5 .535 
Open -6 .522 
Open -7 .794 
Open -8 .504 
Open -9 .682 
Open -10 .370 





Factor Analysis for Study 1 Agreeableness Personality Measure 
 
Items Factor 1 
Agree -1 .479 
Agree -2 .437 
Agree -3 .618 
Agree -4 .594 
Agree -5 .475 
Agree -6 .410 
Agree -7 .667 
Agree -8 .513 
Agree -9 .649 
Agree -10 .668 








Factor Analysis for Study 1 Conscientiousness Personality Measure 
 
Items Factor 1 
Consc -1 .506 
Consc -2 .410 
Consc -3 .496 
Consc -4 .615 
Consc -5 .582 
Consc -6 .600 
Consc -7 .647 
Consc -8 .684 
Consc -9 .568 
Consc -10 .681 





Factor Analysis for Study 1 Depression Personality Measure 
 
Items Factor 1 
Depress -1 .815 
Depress -2 .923 
Depress -3 .855 
Depress -4 .579 
Depress -5 .230 
Depress -6 .623 
Depress -7 .765 
Depress -8 .843 
Depress -9 .669 
Depress -10 .657 






Work Locus of Control Scale 
INSTRUCTIONS:  Please read the following statements carefully.  Use the scale below 
to indicate the extent to which you agree with these statements. 
 
1 (disagree very much)……………………………………..…………………6 (agree 
very much) 
 
1. A job is what you make of it. 
2. On most jobs, people can pretty much accomplish whatever they set out to 
accomplish. 
3. If you know what you want out of a job, you can find a job that gives it to you. 
4. If employees are unhappy with a decision made by their boss, they should do 
something about it. 
5. Getting the job you want is mostly a matter of luck. 
6. Making money is primarily a matter of good fortune. 
7. Most people are capable of doing their jobs well if they make the effort. 
8. In order to get a really good job you need to have family members or friends in 
high places. 
9. Promotions are usually a matter of good fortune. 
10. When it comes to landing a really good job, who you know is more important 
than what you know. 
11. Promotions are given to employees who perform well on the job.  
12. To make a lot of money you have to know the right people. 
13. It takes a lot of luck to be an outstanding employee on most jobs. 
14. People who perform their jobs well generally get rewarded for it. 
15. Most employees have more influence on their supervisors than they think they do. 
16. The main difference between people who make a lot of money and people who 
make a little money is luck. 
 





(Work) Personal Efficacy Beliefs Scale 
INSTRUCTIONS:  Please read the following statements carefully.  Think about your 
ability to do tasks required by your job. Use the scale below to indicate how well you 
believe each statement relates to your skills and ability to perform your job.   
 
1 (strongly disagree)……………………………………………………………5 (strongly 
agree) 
 
1. I have confidence in my ability to do my job. 
2. There are some tasks required by my job that I cannot do well. 
3. When my performance is poor, it is due to my lack of ability. 
4. I doubt my ability to do my job. 
5. I have all the skills needed to perform my job very well. 
6. Most people in my line of work can do this job better than I can. 
7. I am an expert at my job. 
8. My future in this job is limited because of my lack of skills. 
9. I am very proud of my job skills and abilities. 
10. I feel threatened when others watch me work. 
 





(Work) Self-Monitoring Scale 
INSTRUCTIONS:  Please read the following statements carefully. Use the scale below to 
indicate the extent to which you believe each statement matches your experiences at 
work. 
 
1 (never)……………………………………………………………5 (very frequently) 
 
1. From watching other employees(s)’ reactions, I can tell how well I am doing. 
2. Because of the reactions of other employee(s), I can tell if my work is adequate.  
3. Through observing other employee(s)’ reactions, I can tell if my solutions to work 
problems are right. 
4. By observing other employee(s)’ reactions, I can tell whether I am doing things 
that should be done for work. 
5. From watching other employee(s)’ reactions, I can tell whether I have good work 
habits. 
6. From watching others’ reactions, I can tell how well I am performing my work. 
7. Because of the reactions of others, I can tell if my work is adequate. 
8. Through observing others’ reactions, I can tell if my work is being done right. 
9. By checking others’ reactions, I can tell whether I am doing things that should be 
done for work. 
10. From watching other’s reactions, I can tell whether I have good work habits. 
11. From watching my colleague(s)’ reactions, I can tell how well I am performing 
my work. 
12. Because of the reactions of my colleague(s), I can tell if my work is adequate. 
13. Through observing my colleague(s)’ reactions, I can tell if my work is being done 
right. 
14. By checking my colleague(s)’ reactions, I can tell whether I am doing things that 
should be done for work. 
15. From watching my colleague(s)’ reactions, I can tell whether I have good work 
habits.  
16. From watching coworker(s)’ reactions, I can tell how well I am performing my 
work. 
17. Because of the reactions of my coworker(s), I can tell if my work is adequate. 
18. Through observing my coworker(s)’ reactions, I can tell if my work is being done 
right. 
19. By checking my coworker(s)’ reactions, I can tell whether I am doing things that 
should be done for work. 
20. From watching my coworker(s)’ reactions, I can tell whether I have good work 
habits. 
21. From watching supervisor(s)’ reactions, I can tell how well I am performing my 
work. 
22. Because of the reactions of supervisor(s), I can tell if my work is adequate. 
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23. Through observing supervisor(s)’ reactions, I can tell if my solutions to work 
problems are right. 
24. By checking supervisor(s)’ reactions, I can tell whether I am doing things that 
should be done for work. 
25. From watching supervisor(s)’ reactions, I can tell whether I have good work 
habits. 
26. From watching my employer(s)’ reactions, I can tell how well I am performing 
my work. 
27. Because of the reactions of my employer(s), I can tell if my work is adequate. 
28. Through observing my employer(s)’ reactions, I can tell if my work is being done 
right. 
29. By checking my employer(s)’ reactions, I can tell whether I am doing things that 
should be done for work. 
30. From watching my employer(s)’ reactions, I can tell whether I have good work 
habits. 
31. Through checking my pay stub(s), I can tell how well I am performing my work. 
32. Through observing my pay stub(s), I can tell if my work is adequate. 
33. From my pay stub(s), I can tell if my work is being done right. 
34. Through checking my pay stub(s), I can tell whether I am doing things that should 
be done for work. 
35. Through observing my pay stub(s), I can tell whether I have good work habits. 
36. From the difficulty to complete my work, I can tell how well I am performing my 
work. 
37. From the amount of trouble I have to complete my work, I can tell if my work is 
adequate. 
38. From the difficulty to complete work assignments, I can tell if my work is being 
done right. 
39. From the amount of trouble I have to complete my work, I can tell whether I am 
doing things that should be done for work. 
40. From the difficulty to answer questions about my work, I can tell whether I have 
good work habits. 
41. From the amount of time it takes to complete my work assignments, I can tell how 
well I am performing my work. 
42. From the amount of time it takes to answer questions about my work, I can tell if 
my work is adequate. 
43. From the amount of time it takes to complete my work assignments, I can tell if 
my work is being done right. 
44. From the amount of time it takes to answer questions about my work, I can tell 
whether I am doing things that should be done for work. 
45. From the amount of time it takes to answer questions about my work, I can tell 
whether I have good work habits. 
46. From the number of questions I find myself asking about my work, I can tell how 
well I am performing my work. 
47. From the number of questions I find myself asking about my work, I can tell if 
my work is adequate. 
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48. From the number of questions I find myself asking about my work, I can tell if 
my work is being done right. 
49. From the number of questions I find myself asking about my work, I can tell 
whether I am doing things that should be done for work. 
50. From the number of questions I find myself asking about my work, I can tell 





(Work) Active Inquiry Scale 
INSTRUCTIONS:  Please read the following statements carefully. Use the scale below to 
indicate the extent to which you believe each statement matches your experiences at 
work. 
 
1 (never)……………………………………………………………5 (very frequently) 
 
1. I ask other employees(s) if they think I will earn a bonus or raise. 
2. I ask other employees(s) if they think people like working with me. 
3. I ask other employees(s) what they think I should be doing. 
4. I ask other employees(s) how they think I am doing. 
5. I ask other employees(s) if they think I should be working harder. 
6. I ask other employees(s) to compare work with me. 
7. I ask other employees(s) to see if they think my work is done correctly. 
8. I ask other coworker(s) if they think I will earn a bonus or raise. 
9. I ask other coworker(s) if they think people like working with me. 
10. I ask other coworker(s) what they think I should be doing. 
11. I ask other coworker(s) how they think I am doing. 
12. I ask other coworker(s) if they think I should be working harder. 
13. I ask other coworker(s) to compare work with me. 
14. I ask other coworker(s) to see if they think my work is done correctly. 
15. I ask others if they think I will earn a bonus or raise. 
16. I ask others if they think people like working with me. 
17. I ask others what they think I should be doing. 
18. I ask others how they think I am doing. 
19. I ask others if they think I should be working harder. 
20. I ask others to compare work with me. 
21. I ask others to see if they think my work is done correctly. 
22. I ask my colleagues(s) if they think I will earn a bonus or raise. 
23. I ask my colleagues(s) if they think people like working with me. 
24. I ask my colleagues(s) what they think I should be doing. 
25. I ask my colleagues(s) how they think I am doing. 
26. I ask my colleagues(s) if they think I should be working harder. 
27. I ask my colleagues(s) to compare work with me. 
28. I ask my colleagues(s) to see if they think my work is done correctly. 
29. I ask my friend(s) if they think I will earn a bonus or raise. 
30. I ask my friend(s) if they think people like working with me. 
31. I ask my friend(s) what they think I should be doing. 
32. I ask my friend(s) how they think I am doing. 
33. I ask my friend(s) if they think I should be working harder. 
34. I ask my friend(s) to check whether my work is correct. 
35. I ask my friend(s) to see if they think my work is done correctly. 
36. I ask my supervisor(s) if they think I will earn a bonus or raise. 
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37. I ask my supervisor(s) if they think people like working with me. 
38. I ask my supervisor(s) what they think I should be doing. 
39. I ask my supervisor(s) how they think I am doing. 
40. I ask my supervisor(s) if they think I should be working harder. 
41. I ask my supervisor(s) to check whether my work is correct. 
42. I ask my supervisor(s) to see if they think my work is done correctly. 
43. I ask my employer(s) if they think I will earn a bonus or raise. 
44. I ask my employer(s) if they think people like working with me. 
45. I ask my employer(s) what they think I should be doing. 
46. I ask my employer(s) how they think I am doing. 
47. I ask my employer(s) if they think I should be working harder. 
48. I ask my employer(s) to check whether my work is correct. 








What is your current age in years? 
 
Gender: Male  Female Other  Choose Not To Answer 
 
In which country do you currently reside? 
 
What is your primary language? 
 
Are you a citizen of the United States? Yes  No 
If you are not a United States citizen, have you resided in the United States for at 
least 10 years?  Yes  No 
 
Ethnicity: African American Asian  Hispanic Native American 
 Pacific Islander White/Caucasian  Other: ___Choose Not To 
Answer__ 
 
Completed education level: Less than High School High School/GED Some 
College     2-Year College Degree 4-Year 
College Degree      Masters Degree 
 Doctoral Degree       Professional 
Degree (JD,MD)   Other 
 
Are you in a committed relationship?  Yes  No 
 
Do you have children? Yes No 
 
Please indicate your occupation: Management, professional, and related Service 
 Sales and office Education Government Retired Family 
manager/stay at home parent  Unemployed  Other 
 
Total Number of Years Working:  
 
Have you been employed in your current position for at least 6 months? 
 
Number of Years Working in Current Employment:  
 
How many hours per week do you typically work for your current employer?  
 





In-Role Behavior Performance 
 
INSTRUCTIONS:  Please read the following statements carefully.  Use the scale below 
to indicate your agreement or disagreement with each of the following statements. 
 
1 (Strongly Disagree)……………………………………………………….…7 (Strongly 
Agree) 
 
1. I adequately complete assigned duties. 
2. I fulfill the responsibilities specified in my job description. 
3. I perform tasks that are expected of myself. 
4. I meet formal performance requirements of the job. 
5. I engage in activities that will directly affect my performance evaluation. 
6. I neglect aspects of the job I am obligated to perform. 
7. I fail to perform essential duties. 
 




Organizational Citizenship Behaviors 
INSTRUCTIONS:  Below are statements describing people’s behaviors at work.  Please 
use the rating scale below to describe how accurately each statement describes you at 
work and only at work.  Describe yourself as you generally are now, not as you wish to 
be in the future.  
 
1 (never)…………………………………………………………………….…7 (always) 
 
At work, how frequently do you engage in these behaviors? 
 
OCB-I Items 
1. Help others who have been absent. 
2. Willingly give your time to help others who have work-related problems. 
3. Adjust your work schedule to accommodate other employees’ requests for time 
off. 
4. Go out of the way to make newer employees feel welcome in the work group. 
5. Show genuine concern and courtesy toward coworkers, even under the most 
trying business or personal situations. 
6. Give up time to help others who have work or non-work problems. 
7. Assist others with their duties. 
8. Share personal property with others to help their work. 
OCB-O Items 
1. Attend functions that are not required but that help the organizational image. 
2. Keep up with developments in the organization. 
3. Defend the organization when other employees criticize it. 
4. Show pride when representing the organization in public. 
5. Offer ideas to improve the functioning of the organization. 
6. Express loyalty toward the organization. 
7. Take action to protect the organization from potential problems. 





Counterproductive Work Behaviors 
INSTRUCTIONS:  Below are statements describing people’s behaviors at work.  Please 
use the rating scale below to describe how accurately each statement describes you at 
work and only at work.  Describe yourself as you generally are now, not as you wish to 
be in the future.  
 
1 (never)…………………………………………………………………….…7 (always) 
 
During work, how frequently do you engage in these behaviors? 
 
CWB-I 
1. Made fun of someone at work. 
2. Said something hurtful to someone at work. 
3. Made an ethnic, religious, or racial remark at work. 
4. Cursed at someone at work. 
5. Played a mean prank on someone at work. 
6. Acted rudely toward someone at work. 
7. Publicly embarrassed someone at work. 
CWB-O 
1. Taken property from work without permission. 
2. Spent too much time fantasizing or daydreaming instead of working. 
3. Falsified a receipt to get reimbursed for more money than you spent on business 
expenses. 
4. Taken an additional or longer break than is acceptable at your workplace. 
5. Come in late to work without permission. 
6. Littered your work environment. 
7. Neglected to follow your boss’s instructions. 
8. Intentionally worked slower than you could have worked. 
9. Discussed confidential company information with an unauthorized person. 
10. Used an illegal drug or consumed alcohol on the job. 
11. Put little effort into your work. 





Michigan Organizational Assessment Questionnaire 
 
INSTRUCTIONS:  Three states which people have used to describe their feelings about 
their jobs are given below.  Read each statement and then use the scale below to rate how 
you generally feel about your job.  There are no right or wrong answers. 
 
1 (Strongly Disagree)……………………………………………………….…7 (Strongly 
Agree) 
 
1. All in all, I am satisfied with my work. 
2. In general, I don’t like my work. 
3. In general, I like working here. 
 






Work Attributional Style Questionnaire 
 
INSTRUCTIONS:  Please try to vividly imagine yourself in the situations that follow.  If 
such a situation happened to you, what would you feel would have caused it?  While 
events may have many causes, we want you to pick only one – the major cause if this 
event happened to you.  Please write this cause in the blank provided after each event.  
Next we want you to answer some questions about the cause and a final question about 
the situation. 
 
To summarize we want you to: 
1. Read each situation and vividly imagine it happening to you. 
2. Decide what you feel would be the major cause of the situation if it happened 
to you. 
3. Write one cause in the blank provided. 
4. Answer three questions about the cause. 
5. Answer one question about the situation. 
6. Go to the next situation. 
 
 
1. You cannot do all of the work that your supervisor assigns. 
a. Write down the one major cause ___________________ 
b. Is the cause of this situation due to you or to something about other people 
or circumstances?  
(circle one number) 
1 (Totally due to other people or circumstances)…………7 (Totally due to 
me) 
c. In the future will this cause again be present? 
(circle one number) 
1 (Will never again be present)…………7 (Will always be present) 
d. Does the cause just influence this situation or does it influence other areas 
of your life?  
(circle one number) 
1 (Influences just this particular situation)…7 (Influences all situations in 
my life) 
 
2. You fail to complete a major project by the deadline. 
a. Write down the one major cause ___________________ 
b. Is the cause of this situation due to you or to something about other people 
or circumstances?  
(circle one number) 
1 (Totally due to other people or circumstances)…………7 (Totally due to 
me) 
c. In the future will this cause again be present? 
(circle one number) 
 
 219 
1 (Will never again be present)…………7 (Will always be present) 
d. Does the cause just influence this situation or does it influence other areas 
of your life?  
(circle one number) 
1 (Influences just this particular situation)…7 (Influences all situations in 
my life) 
 
3. You show up to work and find to your surprise that there is an important project 
you forgot to complete. 
a. Write down the one major cause ___________________ 
b. Is the cause of this situation due to you or to something about other people 
or circumstances?  
(circle one number) 
1 (Totally due to other people or circumstances)…………7 (Totally due to 
me) 
c. In the future will this cause again be present? 
(circle one number) 
1 (Will never again be present)…………7 (Will always be present) 
d. Does the cause just influence this situation or does it influence other areas 
of your life?  
(circle one number) 
1 (Influences just this particular situation)…7 (Influences all situations in 
my life) 
 
4. You are told you will be fired if you do not improve your work. 
a. Write down the one major cause ___________________ 
b. Is the cause of this situation due to you or to something about other people 
or circumstances?  
(circle one number) 
1 (Totally due to other people or circumstances)…………7 (Totally due to 
me) 
c. In the future will this cause again be present? 
(circle one number) 
1 (Will never again be present)…………7 (Will always be present) 
d. Does the cause just influence this situation or does it influence other areas 
of your life?  
(circle one number) 
1 (Influences just this particular situation)…7 (Influences all situations in 
my life) 
 
5. You have not performed well enough to earn a much needed raise. 
a. Write down the one major cause ___________________ 
b. Is the cause of this situation due to you or to something about other people 
or circumstances?  
(circle one number) 
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1 (Totally due to other people or circumstances)…………7 (Totally due to 
me) 
c. In the future will this cause again be present? 
(circle one number) 
1 (Will never again be present)…………7 (Will always be present) 
d. Does the cause just influence this situation or does it influence other areas 
of your life?  
(circle one number) 
1 (Influences just this particular situation)…7 (Influences all situations in 
my life) 
 
6. You cannot solve any of the problems you find with your work. 
a. Write down the one major cause ___________________ 
b. Is the cause of this situation due to you or to something about other people 
or circumstances?  
(circle one number) 
1 (Totally due to other people or circumstances)…………7 (Totally due to 
me) 
c. In the future will this cause again be present? 
(circle one number) 
1 (Will never again be present)…………7 (Will always be present) 
d. Does the cause just influence this situation or does it influence other areas 
of your life?  
(circle one number) 
1 (Influences just this particular situation)…7 (Influences all situations in 
my life) 
 
7. You are fired from work because your performance was too low. 
a. Write down the one major cause ___________________ 
b. Is the cause of this situation due to you or to something about other people 
or circumstances?  
(circle one number) 
1 (Totally due to other people or circumstances)…………7 (Totally due to 
me) 
c. In the future will this cause again be present? 
(circle one number) 
1 (Will never again be present)…………7 (Will always be present) 
d. Does the cause just influence this situation or does it influence other areas 
of your life?  
(circle one number) 
1 (Influences just this particular situation)…7 (Influences all situations in 
my life) 
 
8. You cannot get started on your work. 
a. Write down the one major cause ___________________ 
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b. Is the cause of this situation due to you or to something about other people 
or circumstances?  
(circle one number) 
1 (Totally due to other people or circumstances)…………7 (Totally due to 
me) 
c. In the future will this cause again be present? 
(circle one number) 
1 (Will never again be present)…………7 (Will always be present) 
d. Does the cause just influence this situation or does it influence other areas 
of your life?  
(circle one number) 
1 (Influences just this particular situation)…7 (Influences all situations in 
my life) 
 
9. You cannot find an e-mail you need to complete your work. 
a. Write down the one major cause ___________________ 
b. Is the cause of this situation due to you or to something about other people 
or circumstances?  
(circle one number) 
1 (Totally due to other people or circumstances)…………7 (Totally due to 
me) 
c. In the future will this cause again be present? 
(circle one number) 
1 (Will never again be present)…………7 (Will always be present) 
d. Does the cause just influence this situation or does it influence other areas 
of your life?  
(circle one number) 
1 (Influences just this particular situation)…7 (Influences all situations in 
my life) 
 
10. The required staff or coworker you need paperwork form to complete your work 
is unavailable. 
a. Write down the one major cause ___________________ 
b. Is the cause of this situation due to you or to something about other people 
or circumstances?  
(circle one number) 
1 (Totally due to other people or circumstances)…………7 (Totally due to 
me) 
c. In the future will this cause again be present? 
(circle one number) 
1 (Will never again be present)…………7 (Will always be present) 
d. Does the cause just influence this situation or does it influence other areas 
of your life?  
(circle one number) 





11. You get a poor performance evaluation from your supervisor for the third time in 
a row. 
a. Write down the one major cause ___________________ 
b. Is the cause of this situation due to you or to something about other people 
or circumstances?  
(circle one number) 
1 (Totally due to other people or circumstances)…………7 (Totally due to 
me) 
c. In the future will this cause again be present? 
(circle one number) 
1 (Will never again be present)…………7 (Will always be present) 
d. Does the cause just influence this situation or does it influence other areas 
of your life?  
(circle one number) 
1 (Influences just this particular situation)…7 (Influences all situations in 
my life) 
 
12. You cannot understand the assignments your supervisor makes. 
a. Write down the one major cause ___________________ 
b. Is the cause of this situation due to you or to something about other people 
or circumstances?  
(circle one number) 
1 (Totally due to other people or circumstances)…………7 (Totally due to 
me) 
c. In the future will this cause again be present? 
(circle one number) 
1 (Will never again be present)…………7 (Will always be present) 
d. Does the cause just influence this situation or does it influence other areas 
of your life?  
(circle one number) 







Investigators: Nicholas Kovacs (kovacs.13@wright.edu) 
WSU Psychology Department, Fawcett Hall Room 335,  
Dayton, OH 45435 
 
Dr. Debra Steele-Johnson (debra.steele-johnson@wright.edu) 
WSU Psychology Department, Fawcett Hall Room 335, 
Dayton, OH 45435 
 
Study site:  Online at a time and location of your choosing 
 
If you have general questions about giving consent or your rights as a research participant 
in this research study, you can call the Wright State University Institutional Review 




You are invited to participate in a research study.  The study is being conducted by 
Nicholas Kovacs (student in the WSU IO/HF PhD Program) and Dr. Debra Steele-




The purpose of this research study is to examine the effects of various personality 




In this study, you will be asked to complete several online questionnaires.  Completion of 
the online surveys is self-paced.  You may leave the survey and return to complete it at 
any time, so long as the study is still open.  If you leave the survey, you must use the 
same device (i.e., the same phone or laptop) to complete the survey.  You will receive 
$0.50 for completing all of the questionnaires. These surveys will be used to measure 
aspects of your personality, motivation, and job performance.  You may decline to 
answer any questions that may make you uncomfortable.  This study will take 




There is minimal risk and discomfort anticipated as part of or as a result of this research 
study.  The primary risk is fatigue resulting from responding to the questionnaires.  
Additionally, some items may cause discomfort or result in positive or negative feelings.  
Any information about you obtained from this study will be kept strictly confidential and 






The possible benefits of this study include the gaining of knowledge about human 
psychology that can improve individual performance.  The knowledge gained may not 
benefit you directly.  The information learned in this study may be helpful to others.  You 








Total privacy cannot be guaranteed.  We will protect your privacy to the extent permitted 
by law.  If the results from this study are published, your name will not be made public.  
Once your information leaves our institution, we cannot promise that others will keep it 
private.  Results of the study will show only aggregated (combined) data.  No individual 
results will be available.   
 
Your information may be shared with the following: 
 
• The Wright State IRB and Office of Research and Sponsored Programs   




To ensure data collected is secured, your data will be kept in either a password protected 




Taking part in this study is voluntary.  You may choose not to take part at all.  If you 
decide to be in this study you may stop taking part at any time. If you decide not to be in 
this study or if you stop taking part at any time, you will not lose any benefits for which 
you may qualify.   
 
Research Subject’s Rights, Questions, Concerns, and Complaints 
 
You may contact the principal investigator, Nicholas Kovacs, at kovacs.13@wright.edu 
and his faculty advisor, Dr. Debra Steele-Johnson, at debra.steele-johnson@wright.edu. 
 
If you have any questions about your rights as a subject, questions, concerns or 
complaints, you may call the Wright State IRB Office (937) 775-4462.  You may discuss 
any questions about your rights as a subject with a member of the IRB or staff.  The IRB 
is an independent committee composed of members of the University community, staff of 
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the institutions, as well as lay members of the community not connected with these 
institutions.  The IRB has reviewed this study. 
 
This form tells you what will happen during the study if you choose to take part.  
Clicking the “I Agree” button below and continuing with the questionnaires implies that 
this study has been discussed with you, that your questions have been answered, and that 
you will take part in the study.  This informed consent document is not a contract.  You 
are not giving up any legal rights by signing this informed consent document.  Your 
decision to participate or to not participate will not cause a loss of benefits to which you 
might otherwise be entitled.  There is no penalty of any kind for either non-participation 
or withdrawal at any time.  You may request a copy of this consent to keep for your 





Please indicate your agreement to participate in this study.  If you choose not to 
participate you may close your browser now. 
 






THANK YOU FOR YOUR PARTICIPATION 
 
The experiment you just completed examines the relationships between various 
personality variables and various motivational constructs. 
 
Prior research has examined relationships between personality variables and motivational 
variables and behavior in organizations.  We are interested in whether some of these 
personality variables are better predictors of motivation and performance. 
 
With data from you and other individuals, we are discovering more about how 
personality might relate to motivation and performance in organizations. 
 
Please do not discuss these surveys with anyone else because it is important that future 
participants know nothing about the experiment before they participate in the same 
experiment.  The data you provide today is important to us, and we appreciate your help.  
If you have any questions or comments about today’s experiments, please talk to the 
researcher, Nicholas Kovacs at kovacs.13@wright.edu or contact Dr. Debra Steele-





Tables and figures related to psychometric properties of measures used in Study 2. 
 






Factor Analysis for Learned Helplessness Measure from Prior Research 
Items Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5 
LH -1 .032 -.227 -.685 -.017 -.251 
LH -2 .181 .021 -.234 .724 .137 
LH -3 .188 -.298 -.623 .300 .078 
LH -4 .144 -.219 -.022 -.157 -.708 
LH -5 .394 -.078 -.625 -.005 -.179 
LH -6 .040 -.241 -.640 .139 .060 
LH -7 .579 -.257 -.375 .257 -.115 
LH -8 .577 -.162 -.338 .362 -.009 
LH -9 .289 -.663 -.180 .094 .130 
LH -10 .781 -.230 -.180 .003 -.089 
LH -11 .728 -.180 -.058 .247 -.004 
LH -12 .580 -.176 .087 .157 -.486 
LH -13 .509 -.139 -.546 -.124 -.060 
LH -14 -.027 -.135 -.400 .220 -.650 
LH -15 .340 -.175 -.467 .196 -.337 
LH -16 .206 -.688 -.179 .075 -.103 
LH -17 .174 -.246 .044 .732 -.204 
LH -18 .197 -.743 -.198 .178 -.195 
LH -19 .039 -.687 -.195 .122 -.267 
LH -20 .132 -.662 -.154 -.056 -.175 



























LH -1 .674 .693 .228  .192 .425 .619   
LH -2 .477 .134 .655  .650  .190 .109  
LH -3 .484 .186 .565 .132 .588 .133 .181 .129  
LH -4 .290 .346  .325  .325 .145 .310  
LH -5 .408 .149 .499  .505  .137   
LH -6 .381  .646  .663     
LH -7 .620 .574 .157 .436 .138 .506 .234 .445  
LH -8 .506 .624  .226  .721 .127 .105  
LH -9 .662 .675 .202  .185 .526 .365  .174 
LH -
10 .351 
 .382 .509 .347   .594  
LH -
11 .507 
.580  .201  .684    
LH -
12 .377 
.115 .365 .454 .334 .122  488  
LH -
13 .710 
.734 .228  .198 .484 .625   
LH -
14 .460 
.114 .634 .121 .663 .155    
LH -
15 .617 
.614 .219  .219 .518 .286  .174 
LH -
16 .521 
.191 .655  .634 .136   .274 
LH -
17 .503 
.510 .118 .133 .132 .559   .214 
LH -
18 .727 
.664 .345  .277 .465 .382  .548 
LH -
19 .473 
.203 .572  .528  .222  .187 
LH -
20 .364 
 .575 .142 .553   .183  









Factor Analysis for Study 2 General LOC Measure 
 
Items Factor 1 
LOC -2 .475 
LOC -3  
LOC -4 .373 
LOC -5 .300 
LOC -6 .489 
LOC -7 .135 
LOC -9 .238 
LOC -10 .332 
LOC -11 .577 
LOC -12 .280 
LOC -13 .332 
LOC -15 .577 
LOC -16 .568 
LOC -17 .293 
LOC -18 .496 
LOC -20 .190 
LOC -21 .280 
LOC -22 .159 
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LOC -23 .318 
LOC -25 .576 
LOC -26 .162 
LOC -28 .486 
LOC -29 .229 
Note. Items 1, 8, 14, 19, 24, and 27 were filler items and were excluded from analyses.  
Blank factor loading values represent a factor loading < .100. 
 




Factor Analysis for Study 2 Work LOC Measure 
 
Items Factor 1 
WLOC -1 .422 
WLOC -2 .424 
WLOC -3 .422 
WLOC -4  
WLOC -5 .740 
WLOC -6 .735 
WLOC -7 .368 
WLOC -8 .778 
WLOC -9 .806 
WLOC -10 .701 
WLOC -11 .390 
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WLOC -12 .752 
WLOC -13 .685 
WLOC -14 .436 
WLOC -15 .177 
WLOC -16 .807 





Factor Analysis for Study 2 General Self-Efficacy Measure 
 
Items Factor 1 
GSE -1 .773 
GSE -2 .787 
GSE -3 .728 
GSE -4 .804 
GSE -5 .837 
GSE -6 .792 
GSE -7 .667 
GSE -8 .773 
Note.  GSE = General self-efficacy. 
Table GG6 
 
Factor Analysis for Study 2 Task-Specific Self-Efficacy Measure 
 
Items Factor 1 
PSE -1 .586 
PSE -2 .522 
PSE -3 .368 
PSE -4 .776 
PSE -5 .616 
PSE -6 .631 
PSE -7 .439 
PSE -8 .709 
PSE -9 .566 
PSE -10 .630 









Factor Analysis for Study 2 Self-monitoring FSB Measure 
 
Items Factor 1 
SM -1 .757 
SM -2 .765 
SM -3 .770 
SM -4 .779 
SM -5 .801 
SM -6 .818 
SM -7 .797 
SM -8 .811 
SM -9 .822 
SM -10 .811 
SM -11 .841 
SM -12 .847 
SM -13 .856 
SM -14 .838 
SM -15 .836 
SM -16 .847 
SM -17 .831 
Note.  SM = Self-monitoring FSB. 
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Table GG7 (continued) 
 
Items Factor 1 
SM -18 .847 
SM -19 .841 
SM -20 .816 
SM -21 .692 
SM -22 .663 
SM -23 .673 
SM -24 .668 
SM -25 .672 
SM -26 .684 
SM -27 .676 
SM -28 .688 
SM -29 .672 
SM -30 .684 
SM -31 .345 
SM -32 .335 
SM -33 .328 
SM -34 .319 
SM -35 .320 
SM -36 .395 
SM -37 .356 
SM -38 .359 
SM -39 .328 
SM -40 .388 
SM -41 .430 
SM -42 .433 
SM -43 .433 
SM -44 .446 
SM -45 .440 
SM -46 .444 
SM -47 .461 
SM -48 .410 
SM -49 .437 
SM -50 .443 








Factor Analysis for Study 2 Active Inquiry FSB Measure 
 
Items Factor 1 
AI -1 .821 
AI -2  .833 
AI -3 .768 
AI -4  .781 
AI -5 .871 
AI -6 .797 
AI -7  .669 
AI -8 .849 
AI -9 .859 
AI -10 .806 
AI -11 .822 
AI -12 .886 
AI -13 .815 
AI -14 .694 
AI -15 .862 
AI -16 .883 
AI -17 .848 
Note.  AI = Active inquiry FSB. 
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Table GG8 (continued) 
 
Items Factor 1 
AI -18 .827 
AI -19 .899 
AI -20 .824 
AI -21 .733 
AI -22 .877 
AI -23 .868 
AI -24 .844 
AI -25 .813 
AI -26 .887 
AI -27 .801 
AI -28 .682 
AI -29 .808 
AI -30 .816 
AI -31 .798 
AI -32 .769 
AI -33 .820 
AI -34 .779 
AI -35 .786 
AI -36 .738 
AI -37 .801 
AI -38 .565 
AI -39 .538 
AI -40 .733 
AI -41 .533 
AI -42 .522 
AI -43 .707 
AI -44 .830 
AI -45 .684 
AI -46 .624 
AI -47 .779 
AI -48 .581 
AI -49 .584 






Factor Analysis for Study 2 FSB Measure 
 
Items Factor 1 Factor 2 
SM-1  .748 
SM-2  .780 
SM-3  .782 
SM-4  .792 
SM-5  .821 
SM-6  .829 
SM-7  .814 
SM-8  .835 
SM-9  .831 
SM-10  .817 
SM-11  .860 
SM-12  .859 
SM-13  .866 
SM-14  .852 
SM-15  .834 
SM-16  .860 
SM-17  .848 
SM-18  .855 
SM-19  .853 
SM-20  .826 
SM-21 -.152 .737 
SM-22 -.158 .711 
SM-23 -.142 .716 
SM-24 -.114 .703 
SM-25  .700 
SM-26 -.102 .717 
SM-27 -.137 .717 
SM-28 -.138 .729 
SM-29 -.111 .706 
SM-30 -.128 .721 
SM-31 .258 .274 
SM-32 .275 .259 
SM-33 .313 .241 
SM-34 .314 .233 
SM-35 .274 .243 
SM-36 .199 .339 
SM-37 .220 .293 
SM-38 .226 .295 
SM-39 .238 .260 
Note.  Blank factor loading values represent a factor loading < .100.  SM = Self-
monitoring FSB. AI = Active inquiry FSB. 
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Table GG9 (continued) 
 
Items Factor 1 Factor 2 
SM-40 .242 .319 
SM-41 .169 .382 
SM-42 .180 .381 
SM-43 .156 .388 
SM-44 .165 .397 
SM-45 .183 .387 
SM-46 .166 .397 
SM-47 .154 .416 
SM-48 .140 .369 
SM-49 .138 .397 
SM-50 .167 .394 
AI-1 .847  
AI-2 .842  
AI-3 .770  
AI-4 .781  
AI-5 .894  
AI-6 .803  
AI-7 .654  
AI-8 .881 -.116 
AI-9 .872  
AI-10 .801  
AI-11 .820  
AI-12 .906  
AI-13 .825  
AI-14 .682  
AI-15 .883  
AI-16 .894  
AI-17 .858  
AI-18 .827  
AI-19 .917  
AI-20 .830  
AI-21 .721  
AI-22 .901  
AI-23 .882  
AI-24 .857  
AI-25 .822  
AI-26 .907  
AI-27 .803  
AI-28 .665  
AI-29 .827  
AI-30 .818  
Note.  Blank factor loading values represent a factor loading < .100.  SM = Self-
monitoring FSB. AI = Active inquiry FSB. 
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Table GG9 (continued) 
 
Items Factor 1 Factor 2 
AI-31 .815  
AI-32 .769  
AI-33 .839  
AI-34 .790  
AI-35 .796  
AI-36 .755  
AI-37 .808  
AI-38 .560  
AI-39 .528  
AI-40 .742  
AI-41 .523  
AI-42 .502  
AI-43 .720  
AI-44 .839  
AI-45 .682  
AI-46 .613  
AI-47 .790  
AI-48 .575  
AI-49 .567  
Note.  Blank factor loading values represent a factor loading < .100.  SM = Self-







Factor Analysis for Study 2 In-role Behaviors Measure 
 
Items Factor 1 
IRB -1 .813 
IRB -2 .859 
IRB -3 .875 
IRB -4 .821 
IRB -5 .377 
IRB -6 .574 
IRB -7 .608 





Factor Analysis for Study 2 Organizational citizenship Behaviors Measure 
 
Items Factor 1 Factor 2 
OCB -1 -.110 .866 
OCB -2 -.102 .916 
OCB -3  .754 
OCB -4  .724 
OCB -5 .135 .642 
OCB -6  .803 
OCB -7  .839 
OCB -8 .123 .540 
OCB -9 .538 .184 
OCB -10 .653 .127 
OCB -11 .857  
OCB -12 .885  
OCB -13 .621 .166 
OCB -14 .902  
OCB -15 .852  
OCB -16 .918  
Note.  Blank factor loading values represent a factor loading < .100.  OCB = 








Factor Analysis for Study 2 Organizational citizenship Behaviors Individual Facet 
 
Items Factor 1 
OCB -1 .790 
OCB -2 .849 
OCB -3 .747 
OCB -4 .780 
OCB -5 .733 
OCB -6 .796 
OCB -7 .793 
OCB -8 .618 




Factor Analysis for Study 2 Organizational citizenship Behaviors Organizational Facet 
 
Items Factor 1 
OCB -9 .660 
OCB -10 .737 
OCB -11 .832 
OCB -12 .834 
OCB -13 .734 
OCB -14 .840 
OCB -15 .854 
OCB -16 .876 







Factor Analysis for Study 2 Counterproductive Work Behaviors Measure 
 
Items Factor 1 Factor 2 
CWB -1 .614 .172 
CWB -2 .697 .157 
CWB -3 .971 -.103 
CWB -4 .784  
CWB -5 .902  
CWB -6 .631 .242 
CWB -7 .959  
CWB -8 .603 .240 
CWB -9  .825 
CWB -10 .816  
CWB -11 -.106 .889 
CWB -12  .745 
CWB -13 .719 .152 
CWB -14 .404 .443 
CWB -15  .790 
CWB -16 .726 .132 
CWB -17 .735  
CWB -18  .823 
CWB -19 .523 .315 
Note.  Blank factor loading values represent a factor loading < .100.  CWB = 




Factor Analysis for Study 2 Counterproductive Work Behaviors Individual Facet 
 
Items Factor 1 
CWB -1 .791 
CWB -2 .860 
CWB -3 .885 
CWB -4 .845 
CWB -5 .868 
CWB -6 .856 
CWB -7 .912 








Factor Analysis for Study 2 Counterproductive Work Behaviors Organizational Facet 
 
Items Factor 1 
CWB -8 .809 
CWB -9 .683 
CWB -10 .861 
CWB -11 .705 
CWB -12 .750 
CWB -13 .843 
CWB -14 .793 
CWB -15 .772 
CWB -16 .836 
CWB -17 .810 
CWB -18 .771 
CWB -19 .815 




Factor Analysis for Study 2 Satisfaction with Life Measure 
 
Items Factor 1 
SWL -1 .888 
SWL -2 .901 
SWL -3 .899 
SWL -4 .858 
SWL -5 .693 







Factor Analysis for Study 2 Psychological Well-being Measure 
 
Items Factor 1 
BIT -1 .522 
BIT -2 .705 
BIT -3 .752 
BIT -4 .828 
BIT -5 .645 
BIT -6 .795 
BIT -7 .845 
BIT -8 .836 
BIT -9 .848 
BIT -10 .840 
Note.  BIT = Brief inventory of thriving (i.e., psychological well-being). 
Table GG19 
 
Factor Analysis for Study 2 Job Satisfaction Measure 
 
Items Factor 1 
MOAQ -1 .907 
MOAQ -2 .581 
MOAQ -3 .868 




Factor Analysis for Study 2 Internal Versus External Attribution Measure 
 
Items Factor 1 
ASQ -2 .228 
ASQ -6 .344 
ASQ -10 .511 
ASQ -14 .579 
ASQ -18 .661 
ASQ -22 .398 
ASQ -26 .692 
ASQ -30 .486 
ASQ -34 .381 
ASQ -38 .197 
ASQ -42 .584 
ASQ -46 .371 







Factor Analysis for Study 2 Stable Versus Unstable Attribution Measure 
 
Items Factor 1 
ASQ -3 .410 
ASQ -7 .496 
ASQ -11 .677 
ASQ -15 .695 
ASQ -19 .691 
ASQ -23 .665 
ASQ -27 .651 
ASQ -31 .651 
ASQ -35 .557 
ASQ -39 .392 
ASQ -43 .714 
ASQ -47 .585 
Note.  ASQ = Attributional style questionnaire. 
Table GG22 
 
Factor Analysis for Study 2 Global Versus Specific Attribution Measure 
 
Items Factor 1 
ASQ -4 .440 
ASQ -8 .464 
ASQ -12 .605 
ASQ -16 .614 
ASQ -20 .652 
ASQ -24 .666 
ASQ -28 .615 
ASQ -32 .556 
ASQ -36 .550 
ASQ -40 .448 
ASQ -44 .676 
ASQ -48 .595 






Factor Analysis for Study 2 Neuroticism Personality Measure 
 
Items Factor 1 
Neur -1 .909 
Neur -2 .850 
Neur -3 .942 
Neur -4 .714 
Neur -5 .676 
Neur -6 .463 
Neur -7 .550 
Neur -8 .379 
Neur -9 .527 
Neur -10 .718 




Factor Analysis for Study 2 Extraversion Personality Measure 
 
Items Factor 1 
Extra -1 .787 
Extra -2 .798 
Extra -3 .806 
Extra -4 .726 
Extra -5 .786 
Extra -6 .489 
Extra -7 .648 
Extra -8 .472 
Extra -9 .560 
Extra -10 .619 







Factor Analysis for Study 2 Openness Personality Measure 
 
Items Factor 1 
Open -1 .727 
Open -2 .486 
Open -3 .235 
Open -4 .361 
Open -5 .455 
Open -6 .630 
Open -7 .816 
Open -8 .560 
Open -9 .742 
Open -10 .271 




Factor Analysis for Study 2 Agreeableness Personality Measure 
 
Items Factor 1 
Agree -1 .547 
Agree -2 .485 
Agree -3 .593 
Agree -4 .551 
Agree -5 .466 
Agree -6 .531 
Agree -7 .690 
Agree -8 .575 
Agree -9 .615 
Agree -10 .715 







Factor Analysis for Study 2 Conscientiousness Personality Measure 
 
Items Factor 1 
Consc -1 .620 
Consc -2 .557 
Consc -3 .659 
Consc -4 .781 
Consc -5 .750 
Consc -6 .712 
Consc -7 .718 
Consc -8 .624 
Consc -9 .740 
Consc -10 .714 




Factor Analysis for Study 2 Depression Personality Measure 
 
Items Factor 1 
Depress -1 .882 
Depress -2 .874 
Depress -3 .922 
Depress -4 .690 
Depress -5 .451 
Depress -6 .576 
Depress -7 .735 
Depress -8 .812 
Depress -9 .734 
Depress -10 .802 
Note.  Depress = Depression. 
 
 
 
